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DAVID E. MASTAGNI, ESQ. (SBN 204244) 
davidmore@mastagni.com 
TAYLOR DAVIES-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. (SBN 327673) 
tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni.com 
MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT 
A Professional Corporation 
1912 I Street         
Sacramento, California 95811-3151 
Telephone: (916) 446-4692      
Facsimile: (916) 447-4614 
 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PLACER 

 
I, DAVID E. MASTAGNI, declare as follows:  

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice before all the courts of the State of California. I am 

an attorney of the Law Offices of Mastagni Holstedt, A.P.C., attorneys of record for 

Petitioners. I am personally familiar with the facts and pleadings, if called upon, I could 

and would testify, based upon my own personal knowledge, to the facts contained 

within this declaration. 

2. Attached as Exhibit A to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the portions of the 

deposition of Kate Sampson and deposition exhibits referenced in Petitioners’ Response 

to Separate Statement of Undisputed Material Facts and Statement of Additional Facts 

in support of Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for Summary Judgment.  

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ 
ASSOCIATION and NOAH FREDERTIO,  
 
                          Petitioners, 
vs. 
 
COUNTY OF PLACER 

Respondents. 
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DECLARATION OF DAVID E. 
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SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 
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3. On October 11, 2022, on behalf of Petitioners, my office submitted Request for 

Production of Documents, Set One which was served on Respondent the County of 

Placer.  

4. On November 22, 2022, Respondent responded to our Request for Production and 

provided relevant documents.  

5. On information and belief, and to the best of my knowledge, the documents produced by 

Respondent are true and correct copies of what they have held them out to be. Attached 

as Exhibit B to this declaration are portions of Placer County Board of Supervisors 

Agenda Packets that were produced by Respondent and referenced in Petitioners’ 

Response to Separate Statement of Undisputed Material Facts and Statement of 

Additional Facts in support of Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for Summary 

Judgment.  

 

 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct, except where alleged on information and belief. Executed this 12th 

day of January, 2023 in Sacramento, California. 

 

 ________________________________ 
 DAVID E. MASTAGNI 
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4. On November 22, 2022, Respondent responded to our Request for Production and 

provided relevant documents. 

5. On information and belief, and to the best of my knowledge, the documents produced by 

Respondent are true and correct copies of what they have held them out to be. Attached 

as Exhibit B to this declaration are portions of Placer County Board of Supervisors 

Agenda Packets that were produced by Respondent and referenced in Petitioners' 

Response to Separate Statement of Undisputed Material Facts and Statement of 

Additional Facts in support of Opposition to Respondent's Motion for Summary 

Judgment. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct, except where alleged on information and belie£ Executed this 12th 

day of January, 2023 in Sacramento, California. 

DAVID E. MASTAGNI 
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1                             INDEX
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3       KATE SAMPSON                                        PAGE

4   Examination by Mr. Mastagni                              6

5   Afternoon session                                      130
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7                 PETITIONER'S EXHIBITS MARKED

8        (Exhibits are not referenced in numerical order.)

9   Exhibit 1    Petitioner's First Amended Notice of        6
               Deposition of Respondent County of

10                Placer's Person Most Knowledgeable;
               3 pages

11
  Exhibit 2    County of Placer Ordinance Initiative      19

12                dated November 2, 1976; Bates
               PLACERCOUNTY_00966-969, 4 pages

13
  Exhibit 3    August 1, 1980 letter with Placer          76

14                County Charter; Bates
               PLACERCOUNTY_00016-37, 22 pages

15
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16                PLACERCOUNTY_00319-34, 15 pages
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23
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5                1 page, no Bates number
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7
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   Throughout your employment in Placer.

3      A.   I have served on the negotiating team with the

4 Deputy Sheriffs' Association since 2018.

5      Q.   During your employment with the County of Placer,

6 has one of your responsibilities been to administer the

7 Measure F salary adjustments?

8      A.   During my tenure as Director of Human Resources,

9 I'm responsible for overseeing the calculation of the

10 formula used to set salaries for certain peace officers that

11 is colloquially known as "Measure F."

12      Q.   And that includes the peace officer

13 classifications represented by the Deputy Sheriffs'

14 Association?

15      A.   Some of them, yes.

16      Q.   All of them except for the district attorney

17 investigators; correct?

18      A.   And I believe the welfare and fraud investigators.

19 And there are some other classifications that are not

20 included in what you might call Measure F.

21      Q.   Okay.  So as part of your responsibilities, it

22 would include not only making that calculation but then also

23 making a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to adopt

24 the adjustment that was calculated pursuant to Measure F?

25      A.   Yes.  My responsibility is to confirm the

rramirez
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1 comparable classifications in the associated jurisdictions,

2 calculate the average, confirm that amount with the

3 auditor-controller, communicate that information to the

4 Deputy Sheriffs' Association and provide that information to

5 the Board for consideration.

6      Q.   How do you provide it to the Board?

7      A.   That matter is typically agendized on a regular

8 Board meeting agenda with a staff report and an associated

9 ordinance.

10      Q.   And up until the summer of 2021, that was done

11 annually; correct?

12      A.   In my tenure as Director of Human Resources, I

13 recall that occurring in February of 2020.

14      Q.   Only in February of 2020 or in February of each

15 year?

16           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague as to time.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   You can answer.

19      A.   I have provided to the Board information about the

20 formula calculating salaries in an interim capacity in 2019

21 and then again in 2020 as director and provided information

22 about that calculation in 2021.

23      Q.   Okay.  What jobs did you hold before you were

24 hired by the County of Placer?

25      A.   Are you interested in starting at the beginning of

rramirez
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1 my career or as a teenager?  Where would you like to start?

2      Q.   Let's start post-high school.

3      A.   I interned for a number of public agencies,

4 including the City of Lodi, the San Joaquin Regional Transit

5 District, and held some irrelevant roles post college.

6           In 2005, I began with the City of Elk Grove as a

7 management analyst and was promoted to budget manager in

8 2008.  I held that role for five years, and then moved to

9 the County of El Dorado as the assistant director of the

10 Community Development Agency, responsible for administration

11 and finance in 2013, and worked there until moving to Placer

12 County in 2017.

13      Q.   I want to focus your attention back on the

14 original placement of Measure F on the ballot.

15           That occurred in 1976; correct?

16      A.   I believe there was a ballot measure in 1976

17 entitled -- I may not get the title correct without looking

18 at it -- Placer Deputy Sheriffs' salary initiative, and I

19 believe it was titled on the ballot as Measure F.

20      Q.   Ordinarily, if a measure or initiative is placed

21 on the ballot, the County Counsel has to provide an

22 impartial analysis; correct?

23           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   You can answer.

rramirez
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1      A.   I can't say with certainty that the County Counsel

2 has to perform that role.

3      Q.   In your experience, does the County Counsel

4 provide an impartial analysis on measures or initiatives

5 that are submitted to the voters?

6      A.   Based on my review of records, it appears that

7 that happens regularly.

8      Q.   Okay.  And as part of that, the County Counsel

9 provides his or her legal opinion on the effect of the

10 measure; correct?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

12           THE WITNESS:  I don't know whether the County

13 Counsel provides their own legal opinion.

14 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

15      Q.   Well, what is your understanding of what the

16 impartial County Counsel's analysis of a ballot measure is?

17      A.   It is my understanding that the impartial analysis

18 includes an explanation of what the measure would

19 accomplish.

20      Q.   Okay.  And if a measure is unlawful, the Board of

21 Supervisors would not place it on the ballot; correct?

22           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.  Calls for a

23 legal conclusion.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   You can answer.
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1      A.   I have no idea whether a Board of Supervisors

2 would or wouldn't place a measure that is not legal.

3      Q.   Are you aware of any circumstances where the Board

4 of Supervisors has declined to place a measure on the ballot

5 because it would be unlawful?

6      A.   Is there a time we're talking?

7      Q.   I'm saying ever.

8           MR. YOURIL:  At just the County of Placer?

9           MR. MASTAGNI:  Anywhere.

10           THE WITNESS:  You're asking me, has any Board of

11 Supervisors anywhere ever declined to put a measure on a

12 ballot?  Is that the question?

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   Because it's unlawful.  To your knowledge, yes.

15      A.   I don't know.

16      Q.   Do you know if the County of Placer has ever

17 declined to place an initiative on the ballot?

18      A.   I don't know.

19           MR. MASTAGNI:  Let's mark this.  Are we doing

20 numbers or letters?

21           THE REPORTER:  It's up to you.

22           MR. MASTAGNI:  We did one the first time, so let's

23 do two.

24           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 2 was marked for

25 identification.)
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   Have you seen this document before?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   Okay.  It's Bates-stamped down at the bottom

5 PlacerCounty_00967; correct?  Bottom right-hand corner.

6      A.   Oh.  The first page says "00966."

7      Q.   I'm sorry.  You are correct.  I was looking at the

8 second page.

9           You agree with me that it has a County Bates stamp

10 on it?

11      A.   I'm sorry.  Did you say "date stamp"?

12      Q.   Bates stamp.

13      A.   I don't -- I'm not familiar with that term.

14      Q.   You're not familiar with the term "Bates stamp"?

15      A.   No, I'm not familiar with that term.

16      Q.   Okay.  It's a term that's used for when a party

17 enumerates, typically in discovery, documents that are

18 produced.

19           So my question to you is:  This was a document

20 that was produced by the County to the DSA in this

21 litigation; correct?

22      A.   Yes.

23      Q.   Okay.  And can you tell me what this document is?

24      A.   Yes.  This document appears to be the initiative

25 from 1976, including the impartial analysis and argument in

rramirez
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1 favor, as well as a resolution of the Board of Supervisors

2 in August of 1976 placing the matter on the November 1976

3 ballot.  And then finally, there's a sample ballot from that

4 election.

5      Q.   And the matter being placed on the ballot is

6 Measure F; correct?

7      A.   It is the Placer County Sheriff's Ordinance

8 Initiative and it appears to be labeled "F."

9      Q.   Okay.  So that's the initiative that sets the DSA

10 members' base salary and is commonly referred to as

11 Measure F; correct?

12           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal conclusion.

13           THE WITNESS:  Yes, this Ordinance Initiative is

14 commonly referred to as Measure F and addresses salaries for

15 a handful of peace officer classifications in the sheriff's

16 office.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   It actually covers the deputy and sergeant

19 classifications represented by the DSA; correct?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   As well as other higher ranks that are not

22 represented by the DSA; correct?

23      A.   It includes some higher ranks, as well as other

24 positions I'm not familiar with.

25      Q.   Okay.  And you don't know whether those other
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1 unlawful?

2           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  It speaks for itself.

3 And that calls for a legal conclusion.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   You can answer.

6      A.   I find it interesting that the impartial analyses

7 says, under state law, the Board of Supervisors is directed

8 to provide for the compensation of all County employees, and

9 then goes on to discuss a different method that would be

10 authorized under this measure.

11           That seems not consistent to me, as a layperson.

12      Q.   So the County Counsel acknowledges the duty under

13 the MMBA to meet and confer in the analysis; correct?

14      A.   I don't believe the MMBA is listed.  It could also

15 be referring to the constitution.

16      Q.   Is it your understanding that the "state law" is

17 referring to the MMBA?

18           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

19           THE WITNESS:  I don't know what the County Counsel

20 intended at this point in time.

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   A state law is not the constitution, though;

23 correct?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

25 conclusion.
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1           THE WITNESS:  I'm not an attorney.

2 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

3      Q.   You can answer.

4      A.   I don't know.

5      Q.   You don't know.  Okay.

6           So you don't think that the County Counsel is

7 referring to the MMBA in the impartial analysis?

8           That's your testimony?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

10           THE WITNESS:  I can review this record.

11           I obviously did not have the opportunity to speak

12 to L.J. Dewald or understand their intent.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   You understand you're here testifying on behalf of

15 the County, not in your individual capacity; correct?

16           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Argumentative.

17           MR. MASTAGNI:  You can answer.

18           MR. YOURIL:  You're asking her questions about

19 someone else's analysis.

20           MR. MASTAGNI:  No, that's not the question I just

21 asked.

22           THE WITNESS:  The question you asked is:  I

23 understand that I'm here testifying on behalf of the County?

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   And not in your individual capacity.
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1      Q.   You referred to the California Constitution in

2 saying that you thought "state law" might refer to portions

3 of the California Constitution.

4           I'm asking you what part of the California

5 Constitution did you have in mind when you provided that

6 testimony?

7           MR. YOURIL:  Are you asking for a section?

8           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm asking for any description that

9 the witness can give.

10           MR. YOURIL:  I don't understand the question.

11           Are you're asking her to cite a provision?

12           MR. MASTAGNI:  My question stands.

13           THE WITNESS:  I don't have the California State

14 Constitution memorized.  If you would like me to research

15 that further, I would be happy to provide some information

16 to you.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   I'm not asking for legal research.  I'm just

19 asking you what you were referring to.

20      A.   Oh.

21      Q.   It was your testimony.  What were you referring

22 to?

23      A.   I don't understand.  I thought you were asking me

24 for legal research.

25      Q.   No, I don't need legal research.
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1           You testified that you thought this might be

2 referring to the California Constitution.  And so I'm asking

3 you:  What were you referring to in your testimony, what

4 part of the California Constitution?

5           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Unintelligible.

6           THE WITNESS:  Again, I do not have the California

7 State Constitution memorized.  But it's my understanding

8 that the constitution provides authority to Boards of

9 Supervisors in California counties to provide for the

10 compensation of their employees.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   So you were not saying that there was something in

13 the California Constitution that provides for Board of

14 Supervisors to meet and confer with their employees?

15      A.   Again, the impartial analyses says, "Under state

16 law, the Board of Supervisors is directed to provide for the

17 compensation of all County employees."

18           That sentence to me evoked, potentially, the

19 California State Constitution.

20      Q.   Not to interrupt you, but I think we're talking

21 about different sentences in that analysis.

22           The questions had related to the phrase "State law

23 requires that the Board of Supervisors meet and confer with

24 all employees in good faith prior to setting changes or

25 making changes in compensation."
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1           Do you see that?

2      A.   I do, yes.  That is the next section of the

3 impartial analysis.  And it is not my understanding that

4 that section is referring to the California Constitution.

5      Q.   Okay.  I think we were looking at different things

6 there.

7           Do you agree with me that "state law" as referred

8 to in that section is referring to the MMBA?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

10           THE WITNESS:  If you'd like me to speculate, I

11 would guess that the "state law" requiring that the Board of

12 Supervisors meet and confer with all employees in good faith

13 likely refers to the MMBA.

14 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

15      Q.   Do you agree with me that the impartial analysis

16 does not express any concern that the MMBA preempts this

17 base salary ordinance?

18           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

19 conclusion.

20           THE WITNESS:  I don't know what L.J. Dewald meant

21 by describing state law and then indicating the proposed

22 initiative would change that approach.

23           But I do agree that the impartial analysis does

24 not expressly state that this initiative is a -- or would be

25 a violation of the MMBA.
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   Isn't it true that the County Counsel would be

3 expected to articulate, at a bare minimum, any concern that

4 an initiative was unlawful in the impartial analysis?

5           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

6 Vague as to time.

7           THE WITNESS:  As I stated, I'm not familiar with

8 the charge to County Counsel in providing the impartial

9 analysis.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   Would it surprise you if a County Counsel thought

12 that an initiative was unlawful but omitted that information

13 from the impartial analysis?

14           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

15           THE WITNESS:  If you're asking me to speculate,

16 that would be unusual.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   Okay.  Now, in your search of the records, did you

19 find any legal opinion or otherwise expressing concerns

20 about the legality of Measure F prior to its submittal to

21 the voters?

22      A.   No, I did not.

23      Q.   In fact, there was no concerns raised that

24 Measure F would be in conflict with the MMBA; correct?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Unintelligible as to the
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1 speaker.

2 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

3      Q.   You can answer.

4      A.   I'm sorry.  Ask that question one more time.

5           MR. MASTAGNI:  Can you read it back.

6           (Record read by the Reporter:

7           "Question:  In fact, there was no concerns raised

8 that Measure F would be in conflict with the MMBA;

9 correct?")

10           MR. YOURIL:  Are you talking from County Counsel

11 or anybody?

12           MR. MASTAGNI:  Anybody.

13           THE WITNESS:  I have no idea whether anyone

14 expressed that concern.

15 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

16      Q.   So to put it another way.  The County has no

17 information that anyone working for the County expressed any

18 concern regarding the legality of Measure F at and around

19 the time it was placed on the ballot; correct?

20      A.   The County has no records indicating that there

21 was a concern.  I don't know whether anyone may have had a

22 concern.

23           MR. MASTAGNI:  Can you read my question back

24 again.

25           (Record read by the Reporter:
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1           "Question:  So to put it another way.  The County

2 has no information that anyone working for the County

3 expressed any concern regarding the legality of Measure F at

4 and around the time it was placed on the ballot; correct?")

5 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

6      Q.   Can you answer that question?

7      A.   No, I cannot say whether anyone in the county

8 expressed any concern.

9      Q.   That's a double negative.  I just want to make

10 sure that the record is clear.

11           You're agreeing with me that, as you sit here

12 today representing the County, there is no information that

13 you can identify that anyone working for the County had

14 concerns regarding the legality of Measure F before it was

15 submitted to the voters; correct?

16      A.   I believe I stated there are no records indicating

17 an expressed concern about the legality of Measure F in

18 1976.

19      Q.   That's an answer to a different question.  And so

20 I'm going to ask you to answer the question that I asked.

21           MR. MASTAGNI:  Can you read the last question I

22 just asked again.

23           (Record read by the Reporter:

24           "Question:  So to put it another way.  The County

25 has no information that anyone working for the County
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1 expressed any concern regarding the legality of Measure F at

2 and around the time it was placed on the ballot; correct?")

3           THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure how to answer that

4 differently.  There is no information that the County has

5 identified.

6 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

7      Q.   Okay.

8      A.   Using your phrasing.

9      Q.   You understand that documents and information are

10 two different things; correct?

11      A.   No.  Could you please explain that?

12      Q.   Information can take a number of different

13 formats.  Documents are documents; typically, written

14 things.

15           The ballot description also includes an argument

16 in favor of the initiative; correct?

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   And that indicates that the initiative is

19 supported by both labor and management in the sheriff's

20 department; correct?

21           MR. YOURIL:  You're asking her to say that that's

22 what it says?

23 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

24      Q.   My question stands.

25      A.   The argument in favor of the initiative is signed
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1           I think you said the early '80s?

2      A.   To the best of my recollection, it was in the

3 '80s.  I apologize, I don't recall the exact date.

4      Q.   Do you recall when it was renumbered into the

5 3.12.40?

6      A.   I don't know.  I'm sorry.

7      Q.   Do you have a general time frame?

8      A.   I believe it was mid-1990's.  But I couldn't

9 confirm that.

10      Q.   And the salary adjustment provided for in

11 Measure F was actually calculated and implemented every year

12 through 2021; correct?

13      A.   That's my understanding.  Since 1977.

14      Q.   Right.

15           So between 1977 and 2021, each February the County

16 conducted the salary calculation and then implemented the

17 adjustment to the specified employees' base salary; correct?

18      A.   Yes, with the exception of some of these

19 additional classifications that are no longer in use and

20 with the exception of classifications that were added after

21 '77.

22      Q.   That was actually my next question, so I

23 appreciate that.

24           Over the years, the ordinances or code sections

25 that were codifying Measure F were modified to add and
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

2           THE WITNESS:  I have no information about a

3 refusal.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   Okay.  Are you aware that under the MMBA any party

6 can demand to meet and confer over a proposed change within

7 the scope of representation?

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal conclusion.

9 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

10      Q.   You can answer.  You're the HR director.  I would

11 hope you know.

12      A.   Yes, I believe the parties have the ability to

13 demand to meet and confer.

14      Q.   Okay.  Are you also aware that that bargaining

15 right extends to ballot measures that alter matters within

16 the scope of representation?

17           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal conclusion.

18           THE WITNESS:  I'm not specifically familiar with

19 that, but it would sound reasonable.

20 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

21      Q.   Are you familiar with the Seal Beach case?

22           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal contention.

23           THE WITNESS:  Not specifically.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   Are you aware of a body of -- in your position as
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1 the HR director, have you ever gone to any trainings where

2 the obligation to bargain with unions over ballot measures

3 that affect matters within the scope of representations were

4 discussed or trained?

5           MR. YOURIL:  Are you asking in her individual

6 capacity?

7           MR. MASTAGNI:  Yes.

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Outside the scope.

9 Objection.  Legal conclusion.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   You can answer.

12      A.   Yes, I have attended training regarding the MMBA

13 and mandatory subjects of bargaining.  I don't recall

14 specifically whether ballot measures were discussed.

15      Q.   So as the head of HR for the County of Placer, you

16 don't know whether or not the County has a duty to bargain

17 with unions over proposed ballot measures that would affect

18 matters within their scope of representation?

19           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.  Calls for a

20 legal conclusion.

21           THE WITNESS:  As I stated, it would be reasonable

22 to expect that a meet and confer is necessary regarding

23 altering terms of mandatory subjects of bargaining.  And, of

24 course, I would consult with counsel if that situation

25 presented.
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   Are you familiar with the recent California

3 Supreme Court case in Bolling involving the changes to the

4 San Diego pension done via ballot initiative?

5           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal conclusion.  The

6 case speaks for itself.

7           MR. MASTAGNI:  I asked if the witness was aware of

8 it, Counsel.

9           THE WITNESS:  I'm loosely aware of it.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   And is it your understanding that the Supreme

12 Court said that the mayor, even acting in his individual

13 capacity to get signatures on a ballot measure, had to meet

14 and confer with the unions before submitting the petition

15 for an initiative to the voters?

16           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Misstates the holding in

17 that case.

18           THE WITNESS:  I really can't speak knowledgeably

19 about specifically what the California Supreme Court said

20 about the mayor in San Diego.

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   What's your understanding of what happened in that

23 case?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

25 conclusion.
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   Isn't it true that, for one, he made those

3 assertions in response to the unfair labor practice charge

4 that the DSA filed against the County, in part, for

5 insisting on proposals that violate Measure F?

6           MR. YOURIL:  I'm going to object on

7 attorney-client privilege.  If it's in the pleading, it's in

8 the pleading.

9           MR. MASTAGNI:  That's not a grounds for refusing

10 to answer.  I'm not asking for attorney-client

11 communications.

12           MR. YOURIL:  I'm going to instruct the witness not

13 to answer that question.

14           MR. MASTAGNI:  You're instructing the witness not

15 to answer representations that Brett Holt made to the DSA

16 and in filings to PERB?

17           MR. YOURIL:  I'm saying that they're in the

18 documents.  But --

19           MR. MASTAGNI:  Saying that they're in the other

20 documents is not a grounds for instructing a witness not to

21 answer.  I'm entitled to question the witness on it.  Read

22 the CCP.

23           MR. YOURIL:  Same objection.

24           MR. MASTAGNI:  So, for the record, you're

25 instructing the witness not to answer a question regarding
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1 public representations made in filings to PERB and made to

2 the DSA?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Are you talking about Brett's own

4 filings?  Brett Holt's own filings?

5           Is that what we're talking about?

6           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm saying, for purposes of this

7 question, I am excluding any communications that fall within

8 attorney-client privilege.

9           MR. YOURIL:  Okay.  Then I guess you can answer as

10 to what the public filings are, if you know.

11           MR. MASTAGNI:  He's made the representations to me

12 with the witness present.

13           THE WITNESS:  It is my understanding that Brett

14 Holt specifically has performed the legal analysis regarding

15 the 1976 initiative and has identified a number of grounds

16 on which it would be unlawful.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   And he's advised the County not to follow it;

19 correct?

20           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Attorney-client

21 privilege.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   Publicly.

24      A.   Off the top of my head, I don't know whether he

25 has publicly advised the County of anything.
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1      Q.   The County Counsel publicly advised the County not

2 to follow it at the imposition hearing; correct?

3      A.   Yes.  The County Counsel advised the Board as to

4 the legality of the 1976 initiative in relation to the 2021

5 public hearing.

6      Q.   So, if in 2021 the County Counsel is advising the

7 Board of Supervisors regarding the legality of Measure F,

8 isn't it a safe bet that in 1976 the County Counsel advised

9 the Board of Supervisors regarding the legality of the

10 Measure F initiative?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

12           MR. MASTAGNI:  That's not a grounds not to answer.

13           THE WITNESS:  I don't know where "bet" falls on

14 your spectrum between guess and estimate.  But I would go so

15 far as to say it should have been the expectation of the

16 Board that County Counsel would advise them in 1976 about

17 any unlawful ordinances.

18 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

19      Q.   It would have been part of the County Counsel's

20 job duties to advise the 1976 Board of Supervisors if he or

21 she felt that the Measure F initiative was unlawful;

22 correct?

23      A.   Again, I'm sure it wasn't expressly stated as a

24 job duty, but there would have been an expectation that

25 County Counsel provide that advice.
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1           MR. MASTAGNI:  Mark this as 3.

2           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 3 was marked for

3 identification.)

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   So we've marked as Exhibit 3 a document dated on

6 the first page August 1st, 1980.  In the right corner it

7 says "Filed August 4, 1980."

8           Do you have that in front of you?

9      A.   Yes.

10      Q.   Can you tell me what this document is?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Can I get clarification.  Is this

12 included or did I just miss a staple?  Is there 37?

13           MR. MASTAGNI:  Yes, sir.  Do you want one that is

14 stapled?  I'll trade you.

15           THE WITNESS:  I'm sorry.  One more time with the

16 question, please.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   I'll ask a different one.

19           Is this a document that you compiled as part of

20 the discovery responses to the DSA?

21      A.   Yes, I believe so.

22      Q.   And can you tell us what it is?

23      A.   It appears to be the 1980 submission of the County

24 Charter to the Placer County electorate.

25      Q.   This charter was ultimately adopted by the
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1 1908.

2      Q.   Surely, you agree with me that enacting a charter

3 and changing from a general law county to a charter county

4 is a significant change?

5      A.   Enacting a charter is a significant change.

6      Q.   Okay.  Surely, you agree with me that the Board of

7 Supervisors had the County Counsel at that time look at the

8 legalities of doing so; correct?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

10           THE WITNESS:  I was not able to identify any

11 records instructing the County Counsel to do so.

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   So under penalty of perjury and on behalf of the

14 County, your testimony is you don't know whether or not the

15 County Counsel or the Board of Supervisors reviewed any of

16 the laws that were in effect prior to 1980 to determine

17 whether or not they would continue on after the enactment of

18 the charter?

19           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Misstates her testimony.

20           THE WITNESS:  I believe I said I don't know

21 whether it's common sense to assume that the Board or County

22 Counsel looked at every individual law in effect prior to

23 1980.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   Okay, we'll play semantics.
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1           As you sit here today as the representative of the

2 County, do you have any information that anyone employed by

3 the County or elected by the County reviewed any of the laws

4 in effect prior to the enactment of the charter to determine

5 whether or not they would remain in effect under Charter

6 Section 604?

7           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

8           THE WITNESS:  I do not have any information that

9 anyone in the County was instructed to look at every law in

10 effect in 1980.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   You keep adding words to narrow my question so

13 that you're not answering the question that I'm asking.  I

14 would ask you to listen to the question that I ask and

15 answer that question, not the question that you want to

16 answer.

17           MR. MASTAGNI:  Can you please read the question

18 back.

19           (Record read by the Reporter:

20           "Question:  As you sit here today as the

21 representative of the County, do you have any information

22 that anyone employed by the County or elected by the County

23 reviewed any of the laws in effect prior to the enactment of

24 the charter to determine whether or not they would remain in

25 effect under Charter Section 604?")
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1           THE WITNESS:  I do not have that information.

2 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

3      Q.   Okay.  But it's your testimony under oath that

4 it's the job of the 2021 Board of Supervisors to go back

5 44 years in time and make that determination for the 1980

6 Board of Supervisors?

7           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Misstates her testimony

8 and it calls for a legal conclusion.

9           THE WITNESS:  If I understand your question, it is

10 my testimony that every Board of Supervisors has the

11 authority to administer the County according to the charter,

12 including the Board in 2021.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   They have more than the authority.  They have the

15 duty to, don't they?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   They have an oath of office when they're elected;

18 correct?

19      A.   Board of Supervisors do take an oath of office

20 when they are elected.

21      Q.   And it includes adherence to the County Charter?

22      A.   To the best of my recollection, the oath actually

23 discusses defending the constitution.

24      Q.   You agree that the seated Board of Supervisors at

25 the time that the charter took effect had a duty to comply
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1 with the terms of the charter, don't you?

2           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

3           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   You also have to admit, don't you, that the Board

6 of Supervisors in 1980 didn't deem Measure F to be in

7 conflict with the County Charter?

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

9 conclusion.

10           THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware that the Board of

11 Supervisors in 1980 deemed either Measure F or County Code

12 Section 3.12.040 in conflict with the charter.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   In fact, they considered it valid and binding law;

15 correct?

16           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

17 conclusion.

18           THE WITNESS:  I can't speak to what the Board

19 considered or believed.  But it certainly seems reasonable,

20 in reviewing the documents, that they were behaving in a

21 manner that indicates a belief that Measure F was valid.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   From 1980 to 2021, every Board of Supervisors that

24 was seated adhered to the terms of Measure F; correct?

25      A.   I believe every year between 1980 and 2021 the
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1      A.   Yes.

2      Q.   For the record, Placer County is a CalPERS agency;

3 correct?

4      A.   Yes.

5      Q.   And the DSA members receive their pension through

6 CalPERS?

7      A.   Yes.

8      Q.   So as we sit here today, there's actually three

9 different levels of employee pension contributions within

10 the membership of the DSA; correct?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   You have PEPRA.  You have then Classics, and

14 within Classics you have some Classics that were laterals

15 that pay more of an employee contribution than other

16 Classics that have been with the County longer; is that

17 correct?

18      A.   Yes, there are three tiers of pension formulas.

19 But we also have both safety and miscellaneous members that

20 are represented by the DSA.

21      Q.   Okay.  So then maybe four different categories?

22      A.   Six.

23      Q.   Six.  So let's just talk first on the County

24 contributions on behalf of the employees.  That's considered

25 a form of a deferred compensation payment; correct?
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal conclusion.

2           THE WITNESS:  The County's contribution towards an

3 employee's pension I suppose could be construed as deferred

4 compensation.

5 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

6      Q.   Let me rephrase it, then.

7           Part of the employee's compensation is the

8 employer's contribution to CalPERS which will ultimately

9 result in them receiving a pension, which is a form of

10 deferred compensation.

11           Do you agree with that?

12           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Legal conclusion.

13           THE WITNESS:  Generally, that's fair to say.

14 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

15      Q.   Okay.  What is the Classic employee -- safety

16 employee employer contribution currently?

17      A.   For a Legacy employee, a Tier 1, or someone who is

18 a Classic member of PERS, who joined the County at a more

19 recent date?

20      Q.   Yes.  I would like all of them, if you know.

21      A.   I would like to refer to my notes to be able to

22 tell you with certainty.

23      Q.   Do you have those with you today?

24           MR. YOURIL:  They are probably published actuarial

25 reports.  I don't think that's within the scope to know the
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1 to the extent special pays are percentage based, then, yes,

2 they would also be impacted.

3      Q.   Would you also agree, though, that for working men

4 and women, having the employer pick up their 9 percent

5 employee contribution would have a similar impact on their

6 take-home check as if the employer required them to deduct

7 9 percent to pay PERS but then gave them a 9 percent raise?

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Compound.  Calls for

9 speculation.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   Let me say it a different way.

12           If an employer agreed to pick up the employee's

13 9 percent pension contribution, that is essentially the

14 elimination of a 9 percent deduction from the employee's

15 paycheck, more or less.  I know it's not an exact amount.

16           But it's a pretty significant amount of additional

17 cash compensation that the employee receives on their check;

18 correct?

19      A.   I'm -- I'm -- my math oriented mind is struggling

20 to totally agree with that statement.

21           But I would agree that the reduction of an

22 employee's contribution to PERS, let's say by 9 percent,

23 would be a valuable benefit on their paycheck.

24      Q.   And that's because the amount of take-home cash

25 that they would receive, if the employer was picking up the
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1 employee pension contribution, is going to be higher than if

2 the employee paid their full pension contribution; correct?

3      A.   Subject to any number of tax withholdings and

4 other benefit options, yes.

5      Q.   Okay.  So would you agree that the amount of

6 pension contributions that the County picks up for the

7 pre-PEPRA employees is subject to negotiations and

8 completely outside of Measure F?

9           MR. YOURIL:  I'm sorry.  Can you repeat that.

10           (Record read by the Reporter.)

11           MR. YOURIL:  Object as overbroad and calls for a

12 legal conclusion.

13           THE WITNESS:  I would agree that the Tier 1

14 pre-PEPRA employees pickup or cost sharing of pension costs

15 is subject to negotiation and is not considered in the

16 Measure F calculations.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   The Tier 2 employee pension contribution is also

19 subject to negotiations, isn't it, and outside of Measure F?

20           MR. YOURIL:  Within statutory limits.

21           MR. MASTAGNI:  Within statutory limits.

22           THE WITNESS:  Yes, in terms of cost sharing.

23 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

24      Q.   Okay.  And at a certain point in time the County

25 negotiated to provide 3 of 50 benefits for the Tier 1 and
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1 Tier 2; correct?

2      A.   Yes.

3      Q.   The County didn't have to provide 3 of 50.  That

4 was a negotiated term of compensation; correct?

5      A.   Yes.

6      Q.   The most expensive pension formula; correct?

7      A.   To my knowledge.

8      Q.   The County could have negotiated 2 of 55 or some

9 cheaper pension formula; correct?

10      A.   Yes, that could have happened.

11      Q.   With respect to the PEPRA employees, there's

12 multiple formulas that the County can negotiate and

13 establish; correct?

14           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

15 conclusion.

16           THE WITNESS:  I believe that is correct.  Best of

17 my understanding.

18 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

19      Q.   So Measure F doesn't govern the pension

20 compensation that the County provides DSA members; correct?

21      A.   Measure F only addresses base salaries --

22      Q.   Okay.

23      A.   -- not pension compensation.

24      Q.   And the County also provides pretty significant

25 cash incentive or assignment pays in addition to and above
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1 base salary to DSA employees; correct?

2      A.   Yes.

3      Q.   And, in fact, prior to the 2021 imposition, some

4 of these incentives were as high of 17 percent of base

5 salary; correct?

6      A.   Yes.

7      Q.   And do you agree with me that the amount of those

8 incentives is negotiable separate and apart from Measure F?

9      A.   Those incentives are mandatory subjects of

10 bargaining, yes.

11      Q.   And they are not controlled or governed by

12 Measure F; correct?

13      A.   Yes.  Again, Measure F addresses salaries.

14      Q.   Would it be fair to say that the total

15 compensation costs of DSA members is more than double their

16 base salary?

17           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

18           THE WITNESS:  It depends.  But I would say on

19 average, it's about double.

20 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

21      Q.   Okay.  Would you also agree with me that never in

22 the history of the County since 1976 has the County limited

23 its compensation only to base pay -- or excuse me -- base

24 salary for DSA-represented employees?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.
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1 negotiated to tier different incentives and specialty pays

2 at different levels depending on when the employee was

3 hired; correct?

4      A.   Generally, yes, that has occurred.

5           I can't recall a specific example to the Deputy

6 Sheriffs' Association.

7      Q.   It'd be fair to say that the County would never

8 set overall DSA member compensation at a level that is less

9 than the Measure F base salary?

10           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

11           THE WITNESS:  I'm not comfortable with the term

12 "never."  I don't believe --

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   It's not very likely, is it?

15           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.  Vague.

16           THE WITNESS:  Could you read the question to me

17 one more time, please.

18           (Record read by the Reporter:

19           "Question:  It'd be fair to say that the County

20 would never set overall DSA member compensation at a level

21 that is less than the Measure F base salary?")

22           MR. YOURIL:  Same objection.

23           THE WITNESS:  I don't think it would be feasible

24 for a total compensation to be less than base salary.

25           Is that the question?
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   Yes.  Why wouldn't it be feasible?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Speculation.

4           THE WITNESS:  For total compensation to be valued

5 less than base salaries, employees would be paying the

6 County for working there?  I'm a little confused.

7           Am I not understanding the question?

8 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

9      Q.   I think we're a little bit off with each other.

10           You would agree that it wouldn't be feasible to

11 set the total compensation at the same dollar value as the

12 Measure F base salary, because you'd be so far below market

13 you wouldn't be able to hire anybody; right?

14           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.  Improper

15 hypothetical.

16           THE WITNESS:  I believe if the County set total

17 compensation at an amount equal to just base salary, it

18 would not be competitive in the labor market.

19 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

20      Q.   Correct.

21           So would you agree with me that even with

22 Measure F, the County/Board of Supervisors retained

23 significant authority to negotiate compensation levels at

24 its desired amount?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.  Overbroad
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1      Q.   I didn't ask which they would agree to.  I said it

2 wouldn't be feasible.  I think you already testified if

3 wouldn't be feasible because you couldn't hire anybody.

4           Isn't that true?

5      A.   Well, possible and --

6      Q.   I'm not asking "possible."

7      A.   -- feasible with a successful outcome -- I guess

8 I'm struggling with your phrasing here.

9      Q.   As you sit here today as the representative of the

10 County, do you think that it is any kind of a realistic

11 possibility that the County would ever want to negotiate

12 compensation, meaning total compensation, at a level that is

13 less than the value of just the Measure F salary?

14           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Improper hypothetical.

15 Calls for speculation.

16           It's just like them picking up 40 percent of their

17 pension.

18           THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I don't --

19           MR. MASTAGNI:  You have your objections.  And

20 we're going to argue our case in the brief.  I'm allowed to

21 get my evidence to make my case.  And you're now interfering

22 in my ability with these repeated objections.  They're

23 noted, they're on the record.  Assert them in your reply to

24 our opposition to your summary judgment.

25           THE WITNESS:  I don't -- I would not recommend
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1 that the County negotiate total compensation that is less

2 than the base salary calculated by the Measure F formula.

3           If I'm following with you.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   So the Measure F formula doesn't really inhibit

6 the County's ability to negotiate total compensation

7 packages for DSA members to its liking; correct?

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

9           THE WITNESS:  No, I totally disagree with that

10 based on my experience in negotiating with the DSA.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   You did testify that about half of the

13 compensation provided by the Board of Supervisors to DSA

14 members is compensation other than the salary determined by

15 Measure F; correct?

16      A.   Yes.  Which includes, as I mentioned,

17 approximately 40 percent pension contributions required by

18 law.

19           But I believe your question was:  Do I agree that

20 Measure F doesn't inhibit the Board's ability to negotiate.

21 And I believe it absolutely does inhibit the Board's ability

22 to negotiate, not the least of which because --

23      Q.   Let me stop you.  That's not the question that I

24 asked.  I asked to negotiate a total compensation package.

25           What I'm saying is:  The Board still retains
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1 discretion to set overall compensation levels for DSA

2 members even with Measure F; right?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Overbroad.  Calls for a legal

4 conclusion.

5           THE WITNESS:  The Board retains total discretion

6 over compensation.  And the interpretation that Measure F

7 guarantees salary increases in perpetuity outside of a

8 negotiated agreement does not comport with the Board's

9 ability to negotiate total compensation for its employees.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   I understand the talking points, but that's not

12 the question that I asked.  I ask very specific questions to

13 get to specific issues.  And so just giving boilerplate

14 talking points is nonresponsive.

15           MR. YOURIL:  I'm going to reassert my objections.

16 And she can answer if she understands.

17           MR. MASTAGNI:  Please don't interrupt me, Counsel.

18 You can make your comments after I make my comments.

19           MR. YOURIL:  Well, you're badgering her.

20           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm not badgering her.  It's

21 obvious she's been coached to give evasive answers.  And if

22 you look at the CCP, I'm allowed to ask follow-up questions

23 and to force responsive answers to the questions that I ask.

24           You know exactly what this goes to, it goes to the

25 compatibility.  And it's patently obvious that if over half
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

2 conclusion.

3           THE WITNESS:  Sir, I'm giving you my best answer,

4 given that you where very clear about being under oath, and

5 I'm required to give you accurate testimony.

6           The County has authority to negotiate total

7 compensation, including those elements that are not base

8 salary.

9 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

10      Q.   And you agree that -- let me ask the question

11 again.

12           Within those parameters, the County has the

13 ability to negotiate pension formulas and employee pension

14 contribution rates; correct?

15           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

16 conclusion and overbroad.

17           THE WITNESS:  Pension formulas and contribution

18 rates are mandatory subjects of bargaining.

19 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

20      Q.   They have the discretion to negotiate a host of

21 different incentive pays; correct?

22      A.   Yes.  Incentive pays are also mandatory subjects

23 of bargaining.

24      Q.   The County has the discretion to negotiate over

25 what its contributions towards health benefit is going to
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1 be; correct?

2      A.   Again, yes, benefits are mandatory subjects of

3 bargaining.

4      Q.   So when you put your total compensation survey

5 together, what did you value the employer contribution for

6 DSA members' health benefits to be on a monthly basis?

7      A.   We valued the employer contribution to health

8 benefits at the most costly rate of contribution at that

9 time.

10      Q.   Which was what?

11      A.   I don't recall the exact dollar amount.

12      Q.   Was it more than $3,000 a month?

13      A.   Hmm, I -- I don't recall the exact amount.

14      Q.   It was over $2,000 a month, wasn't it?

15      A.   That doesn't sound accurate to me.  I just -- I

16 don't recall.

17      Q.   What's your best estimate?

18      A.   Which salary or total compensation analysis would

19 you be referring to?

20      Q.   Whichever one that you were referring to in your

21 testimony a few moments ago.

22      A.   So I recall information that I believe was

23 compiled in 2018 and/or refreshed in 2019.  And off the top

24 of my head, I would -- I recall, best estimate, that the

25 health benefit contribution was perhaps $1900 a month.
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1      Q.   Okay.  And you agree with me that the County could

2 negotiate to pay all the way down to nothing; correct?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

4 conclusion.

5           MR. MASTAGNI:  She's the HR head.  She knows the

6 negotiations.

7           MR. YOURIL:  There's statutes on that.

8           THE WITNESS:  It's a mandatory subject of

9 bargaining.  It is possible to bargain a different

10 contribution amount.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   So that's about $1900 in compensation that's on

13 the table for negotiations just on health care alone;

14 correct?

15      A.   Yes.

16      Q.   Okay.  So you'll agree with me that Measure F

17 doesn't divest the Board of Supervisors of the ability to

18 provide compensation to its employees, wouldn't you?

19           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

20 conclusion.  Vague as to "compensation."

21           THE WITNESS:  No, I would not agree that Measure F

22 doesn't divest the Board of providing for the compensation

23 of its employees.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   Do you agree that cash money is fungible?
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1      A.   I'm sorry.  Can you rephrase that?

2      Q.   Do you know what "fungible" means?

3      A.   That's why I asked could you please rephrase it so

4 I understand your discussion.

5      Q.   Do you agree that cash money for advanced post is

6 treated the same way as cash money for base salary in a

7 deputy's paycheck?

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

9           THE WITNESS:  I believe the average deputy would

10 consider those elements of pay fungible.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   And so when an employee is --

13           Let me ask it this way:  When the County is

14 marketing to hire a deputy, the County advertises all of the

15 different cash compensation that is provided or can be

16 provided to him; correct?

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   And, in fact, the reason that deputies in Placer

19 County have some significant incentive compensations was the

20 parties negotiating to increase overall compensation to

21 remain competitive in the market when Measure F had them

22 behind?

23           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Compound.  Vague and

24 overbroad.

25           THE WITNESS:  I believe you're asking about the
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1 history of negotiating between the County and DSA.  And it

2 appears to me that there were any number of back flips

3 performed to provide appropriate compensation hamstrung by

4 Measure F.

5 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

6      Q.   At a point in time in the 2000s, the County even

7 provided a 5 percent wellness pay that required very little

8 on the part of the DSA members in order to earn that money;

9 correct?

10      A.   My recollection is that, yes, there was a wellness

11 incentive of 5 percent that required very little to achieve.

12      Q.   And that was negotiated in order to increase cash

13 compensation above the Measure F base salary levels;

14 correct?

15           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

16           THE WITNESS:  I am not privy to the exact reason

17 that incentive was agreed upon.  I'm aware of, for example,

18 basic post incentives that were offered in order to provide

19 increased levels of compensation because Measure F did not

20 offer sufficient salary.

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   Okay.  And so the parties figured out ways to get

23 additional cash compensation to all or nearly all members of

24 the bargaining unit without violating Measure F; correct?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal
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1 conclusion.

2           THE WITNESS:  There were any number of ways that

3 the County and the DSA attempted to provide additional

4 compensation to its employees while also using the Measure F

5 formula for base salaries, which appeared to be the subject

6 of any number of grievances and disputes over the decades.

7           THE REPORTER:  Can we take a break when it's a

8 good time?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Yeah, I'd like to take a break.

10           MR. MASTAGNI:  Just a couple questions, and that

11 will be a good breaking point.

12      Q.   On the basic post, that's something that all or

13 nearly all members of the DSA -- at least all deputies would

14 receive; correct?

15      A.   I'm sorry.  Did you say "basic post"?

16      Q.   Yes.

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   And that's something that is not commonly

19 negotiated as incentive pay in other jurisdictions; correct?

20      A.   It is my understanding it's not common to pay

21 additional incentive for a minimum requirement of the job.

22           So, no, I would not expect to see that.

23      Q.   And in the early 2000's, there was even a proposal

24 from the County to guarantee at least 5 percent cash

25 compensation increases each year by providing additional
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1 incentive pay that all or most of the members of the DSA

2 would receive to fill in the difference between whatever

3 Measure F was and that 5 percent; correct?

4      A.   That is my understanding of an early 2000's

5 arrangement with a 5 percent basic post pay that was tied to

6 whether or not Measure F delivered a certain percentage

7 increase to salaries.

8      Q.   So would you agree with me that after the voters

9 rejected repealing Measure F, that the DSA and the County

10 pretty easily came up with ways to increase cash

11 compensation and set it at the agreed-upon levels

12 notwithstanding Measure F?

13           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Compound.  Misstates

14 facts.

15           THE WITNESS:  No, I would not agree that it was

16 pretty easy, as you said.  There were arrangements that are

17 totally different from what any normal jurisdiction would

18 provide, and they were the subjects of grievances and

19 disputes.  And that was before 2002 and 2006.  And then

20 after 2006, the County had to impose additional terms.  So I

21 would not say it was particularly easy.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   All right.  I'll withdraw "easy."

24           Would you agree with me that the parties figured

25 out ways to negotiate overall cash compensation
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1 notwithstanding Measure F?

2      A.   I would say there is a history of negotiated

3 agreements with the DSA that includes additional cash

4 compensation beyond base salary.

5      Q.   Okay.

6      A.   So, yes, it would appear that from time to time

7 they figured out certain arrangements.

8           MR. MASTAGNI:  Why don't we take a break at this

9 point.

10            (Luncheon recess taken at 2:12 p.m.)

11                             --oOo--

12 AFTERNOON SESSION                             2:52 P.M.

13

14           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 6 was marked for

15 identification.)

16                       EXAMINATION RESUMED

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   Can you take a look at the document that we have

19 marked as Exhibit 6.  On the right corner it says,

20 "Resolution No. 2002-184."

21      A.   Yes.

22      Q.   Is this a document that the County produced to the

23 DSA in discovery?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   Have you seen this document before?
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1      A.   Yes.

2      Q.   Can you tell us what it is.

3      A.   This is a resolution by the Placer County Board in

4 2002 placing a ballot measure on the November 5th, 2002,

5 general election ballot with a question regarding repealing

6 the County Code section known as Measure F.

7      Q.   And this is what we have previously referred to as

8 "Measure A"?

9      A.   I believe this is Measure R.

10      Q.   Do I have them backwards?

11           You are correct.  I apologize.  This is what we

12 had referred to as Measure R.  You're correct.

13           And this is a true and correct copy of that Board

14 of Supervisors resolution?

15      A.   Yes, that's my understanding.

16      Q.   Okay.

17           MR. MASTAGNI:  You were right, Tanner.

18           Go ahead and mark this as 9.

19           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 9 was marked for

20 identification.)

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   Ms. Sampson, the document that we've marked as

23 Exhibit 9, is this also a document that was produced by the

24 County in discovery?

25      A.   Yes.
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1      Q.   Can you tell me what it is.

2      A.   It appears to be a letter from Mr. Potter, the

3 president of the Deputy Sheriffs' Association, in July of

4 2002, requesting that the Board place a measure on the

5 ballot repealing Measure F and also Measure A.

6      Q.   And this is a true and correct copy of the letter

7 that the County received from the DSA?

8      A.   To the best of my knowledge.

9      Q.   Okay.  So you agree with me that the DSA asked --

10           Well, now I'm confused.

11           MR. FREDERITO:  Measure A is a different

12 supervisor compensation.

13           MR. MASTAGNI:  Oh.  I appreciate the assistance.

14           MR. YOURIL:  Yes, it's the same letter.

15 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

16      Q.   So this letter is the DSA requesting that the

17 Board vote to submit a repeal initiative to the public

18 without gathering signatures; correct?

19      A.   Yes, I think that's fair to say.

20      Q.   Okay.  And Potter was the DSA president at the

21 time?

22      A.   That's what he purports to be on this letter.  I

23 have not independently verified that.

24      Q.   Okay.  And at this time, the DSA -- this time

25 being 2002, on or around -- the DSA and the County desired
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1 to negotiate salaries higher than Measure F; correct?

2      A.   I am not aware of whether it was the County's

3 position in bargaining to -- having an interest in

4 negotiating salaries higher than Measure F.

5      Q.   It's true that the County and the DSA met and

6 conferred over the DSA's proposal to put Measure A on the

7 ballot; correct?

8      A.   It's my understanding that that's true.

9      Q.   Okay.  And the County ultimately agreed to submit

10 Measure A to the voters without requiring the DSA to gather

11 signatures; correct?

12      A.   The Board approved a resolution agreeing to submit

13 Measure R to the electorate on the 2002 ballot without the

14 DSA having to gather signatures.

15      Q.   And thank you for the friendly correction.  I

16 misspoke.

17      A.   And Measure A was not forwarded for repeal in the

18 context of this letter, Exhibit 9.

19      Q.   I'm sorry?  Can you --

20      A.   So this letter in Exhibit 9 --

21      Q.   Oh.

22      A.   -- requests the repeal of both Measure F and

23 Measure A, which addressed Board of Supervisors' salaries.

24 Just to further confuse everything.  Measure A, addressing

25 Board salaries, was not submitted to voters for repeal.

rramirez
Highlight

rramirez
Highlight



Placer Co. Depty Sheriff's Assoc. v. County of Placer Deposition of: PMK - Kate Sampson
Case No. S-CV-0047770 Deposition Date: December 1, 2022

415.578.2480/support@calpacificreporting.com
Cal-Pacific Reporting, Inc.

Page 134

1 Measure R only addressed the repeal of Measure F in 2002.

2      Q.   To make it perfectly confusing.  But I actually

3 understand you perfectly.  So I appreciate you clarifying

4 that and my misspeaking.

5           I think we had already covered this prior to the

6 break, so I'm not going to ask you a bunch of questions.

7 But you agree with me that around this time the parties were

8 negotiating additional cash compensation to get the total

9 cash compensation to DSA members above the base salaries set

10 by Measure F?

11      A.   It appears from the record that the parties were

12 negotiating to try to provide additional compensation to the

13 deputy sheriffs beyond what the Measure F formula allowed

14 for.

15      Q.   Would you also agree with me that but for

16 Measure F, the parties would have just negotiated higher

17 base salaries?

18           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

19           THE WITNESS:  I can't assume what the parties

20 would have agreed to.  But that's what I would have

21 recommended.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   Okay.  The County wanted to give cash compensation

24 above the Measure F base salary levels during that time

25 period, though; correct?
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1      A.   It appears there was an interest to increase the

2 overall compensations.  And perhaps it is likely that that

3 would have been part of salaries if that option had appeared

4 to be available to the parties at that time.

5      Q.   You would agree with me that it would make little

6 sense to go through the effort and expense of running the

7 Measure A election and trying to repeal Measure F if the

8 parties believed that Measure F was not in full force and

9 effect?

10           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Speculation.

11           THE WITNESS:  To clarify, are we talking about

12 Measure R or --

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   Yes, Measure R.  Let me start over because that's

15 a botched one.

16           Would you agree that if in or around 2002 the

17 parties believed that Measure F was invalid, they wouldn't

18 have gone through the effort and expense of running

19 Measure R to repeal Measure F?

20      A.   I'd have to speculate what the parties believed.

21 But to me, the record reflects that the parties were acting

22 in a manner consistent with a belief that they believed

23 Measure F was valid and mandatory.

24      Q.   It's true, also, that the County told the DSA

25 during this time period that Measure F prevented them from
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1      Q.   And everything that you've reviewed in the record

2 seems to indicate that the County believed that it couldn't

3 negotiate base salaries above the levels set by Measure F;

4 correct?

5      A.   Everything I've reviewed appears to indicate that

6 that was the belief, yes.

7      Q.   The County wouldn't lie to the DSA about the

8 reasons why it couldn't negotiate above Measure F; correct?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculation.

10           THE WITNESS:  I am not aware of any lying.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   It'd be illegal under the MMBA for them to lie to

13 the DSA during bargaining, wouldn't it?

14      A.   I -- I'm sorry.  I was going to add on to your

15 prior question.  Give that to me one more time.

16           MR. MASTAGNI:  Can you read it back again.

17           (Record read by the Reporter:

18           "Question:  It'd be illegal under the MMBA for

19 them to lie to the DSA during bargaining, wouldn't it?")

20           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Legal conclusion.

21           THE WITNESS:  I would believe that statement.

22           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 8 was marked for

23 identification.)

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   Okay.  Turning your attention to Exhibit Number 8.
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1           This is also a document that you helped compile

2 for the County to produce to the DSA; correct?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   It has the County Bates stamp number at the

5 bottom?

6      A.   Yes.

7      Q.   Can you tell me what this document is?

8      A.   This appears to be sample ballot information

9 regarding Measure R on the -- it should be the November 2002

10 general election ballot.

11      Q.   And if you look at Exhibit Number 7, does that

12 confirm your recollection?

13      A.   Yes.  Thank you.

14      Q.   Okay.  And this is a document that was prepared by

15 the County and maintained by the County in its normal course

16 of business?

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   And this is information that would be provided to

19 the voters back in 2002?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   Now, if you look at the impartial analysis in the

22 last paragraph there -- actually, before we jump there.  The

23 impartial analysis, underneath it it says "Anthony J.

24 LaBouff, County Counsel."  Hope I'm pronouncing that

25 correctly.
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1      A.   Yes.

2      Q.   So does that reflect that this analysis is on his

3 behalf?

4      A.   Yes.

5      Q.   Okay.  Then it says "by Sabrina Thompson, Deputy

6 County Counsel."

7      A.   Yes.

8      Q.   So does that indicate that Ms. Thompson drafted

9 this on behalf of the County Counsel, who approved the

10 content?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Speculation.

12           THE WITNESS:  I would assume so.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   Now, that last paragraph states:  "A no vote on

15 this measure is a vote to retain the existing ordinance that

16 sets the compensation for Placer County Sheriff's sworn

17 personnel at the same rate as the average compensation level

18 of those sworn law enforcement personnel in comparable

19 positions in the Counties of Nevada, Sacramento, and

20 El Dorado."

21           Do you see that?

22      A.   Yes.

23      Q.   Is that an accurate description of the initiative?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

25 conclusion.
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1           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  My understanding of a no vote

2 is that it can be set forth for any number of reasons.  But

3 I think it's -- the portion that is accurate is that there

4 is an existing ordinance that sets compensations, and that

5 that would be retained if the measure did not pass.

6 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

7      Q.   So you think part of the County County's impartial

8 analysis of the measure is incorrect?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

10 conclusion.

11           THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I -- I don't maintain to know

12 more than County Counsel.  But, as I said, I think it's

13 oversimplification to assume what a no vote means from any

14 given voter.

15 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

16      Q.   One of the County Counsel's duties is to prepare

17 an impartial analysis; correct?

18      A.   I believe we discussed that, yes.

19      Q.   Okay.  Nobody working for or elected in the County

20 objected to the County Counsel's impartial analysis of this

21 measure; correct?

22           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

23 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

24      Q.   To your knowledge.

25      A.   I don't have any knowledge of an objection.
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1           (Discussion off the record.)

2           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 10 was marked for

3 identification.)

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   Do you have Exhibit 10 in front of you?

6      A.   Yes.

7      Q.   And, for the record, it's titled "Resolution

8 No. 2006-30."  Is this also a document maintained by the

9 County that you identified and produced in discovery?

10      A.   Yes.

11      Q.   Okay.  Can you tell me what it is?

12      A.   This is a resolution by the Placer County Board of

13 Supervisors in February of 2006 placing a measure on the

14 June 2006 primary ballot.

15      Q.   And I think I'm going to get it right this time.

16           Is that initiative the initiative that was

17 ultimately captioned "Measure A"?

18      A.   Yes.

19      Q.   And the Measure A that we were mostly referring

20 to, other than the Potter letter?

21      A.   Yes.

22      Q.   Okay.  And this is a true and correct copy of the

23 resolution passed by the Board of Supervisors in 2006?

24      A.   To my knowledge.

25      Q.   Okay.  This time the DSA and the County jointly
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1 wanted to repeal Measure F; correct?

2           By "this time," I mean 2006.

3      A.   The record reflects that the Board of Supervisors

4 agreed to place the Measure A on the primary ballot without

5 requiring signatures.

6      Q.   Okay.  Do you have any information that indicates

7 that the Board of Supervisors or other representatives of

8 the County didn't support the repeal of Measure F back in

9 2006?

10           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

11           THE WITNESS:  The records that I've reviewed

12 reflect that at least one board member supported the repeal

13 and that the full Board agreed to place the measure on the

14 ballot without requiring signatures.  But beyond that, I

15 can't speak to their positions on the matter.

16 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

17      Q.   That suggests that the Board of Supervisors

18 supported the repeal, though; correct?

19      A.   Would you like a guess or an estimate?

20      Q.   I'm asking for your impression as the

21 representative of the County.

22           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

23           THE WITNESS:  As I said, at least one board member

24 is on record of supporting it.  And the others agreed to

25 place it on the ballot without requiring signatures.
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1 Whether that was as a courtesy or because they personally

2 agreed with the idea, I can't speak to.

3 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

4      Q.   If they opposed the repeal of Measure F, they

5 could have required the DSA to gather signatures in order to

6 replace Measure A on the ballot; correct?

7      A.   The Board could have required the gathering of

8 signatures, yes.

9      Q.   And your review of the record indicates that the

10 DSA and the County representatives met and conferred over

11 the submission of the Measure A to the voters prior to the

12 vote to do so?

13      A.   That's my understanding.

14      Q.   And an agreement was reached to submit Measure A

15 to the voters; hence, the Board of Supervisors not requiring

16 the submission of petitions.  Correct?

17      A.   I don't have record of the agreement reached or

18 not reached during that meet and confer.  I have the record

19 of the Board's decisions and associated election material.

20      Q.   So to be clear, when I say "agreement," I don't

21 mean limited to a written agreement.

22           Do you have any reason to believe that there was

23 not an agreement, whether written or otherwise, between the

24 parties to submit Measure A to the voters?

25      A.   I really can't say.  I don't have record of the
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

2           THE WITNESS:  Based on my review, I would assume

3 that Ms. Thompson prepared it on Mr. LaBouff's behalf.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   Okay.  Thank you for help with the pronunciation.

6 I wasn't intentionally murdering it.

7           The County Counsel's impartial analysis states:

8 "A no vote on this measure is a vote to retain the existing

9 ordinance"; correct?

10      A.   Yes.

11      Q.   Do you agree that the County Counsel in 2006 still

12 believed that Measure F was valid and enforceable?

13           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

14           THE WITNESS:  Based on my review of the record,

15 all parties involved at the time appeared to be acting on

16 belief that Measure F was valid and enforceable.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   In fact, in your review of the record, you didn't

19 find any information that any representative of the County

20 had any concerns back in 2006 regarding the legality or

21 enforceability of Measure F; correct?

22      A.   I have not been able to identify any analysis

23 regarding the legality of Measure F from this time period or

24 at any point prior.

25           MR. MASTAGNI:  That wasn't my question.
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1 retention of the existing ordinance.

2 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

3      Q.   The whole point of having an impartial analysis is

4 so that voters have information that they can rely on when

5 deciding how to vote; correct?

6           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

7           THE WITNESS:  From a layperson's perspective, I

8 would say that's accurate.

9 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

10      Q.   And it's the expectation of the County that the

11 representations made by the County Counsel to the voters

12 would be accurate; correct?

13      A.   Again, while I can't speculate as to the Board's

14 expectations, I think it would be reasonable to assume that

15 from County Counsel.

16      Q.   And, again, the Measure A initiative was submitted

17 to the voters and voted down; correct?

18      A.   The measure did not -- sorry.

19           Yes, Measure A was submitted to the voters.

20           No, Measure A did not pass.

21      Q.   Okay.  And the County submitted it to the voters

22 pursuant to constitutional and charter initiative and

23 referendum powers; correct?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

25 conclusion.
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1           THE WITNESS:  It appears the measure was submitted

2 consistent with the constitution and charter.

3           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 12 was marked for

4 identification.)

5 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

6      Q.   Okay.  Turning your attention to the document we

7 marked as Exhibit 12.  Can you identify this document for

8 me?

9      A.   Yes.  This would have been voter guide information

10 for the June 2002 primary election.  This is an argument in

11 favor of Measure A.

12      Q.   And is this a document that was prepared and

13 maintained by the County in its normal course of business?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   It's a true and correct copy?

16      A.   To my knowledge.

17      Q.   Okay.  It indicates at the bottom:  "No argument

18 against Measure A was submitted."

19           Do you see that?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   Is that accurate?

22      A.   To my knowledge.

23      Q.   And the argument in favor of Measure A was signed

24 by several individuals; correct?

25      A.   Yes.
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1      Q.   Including the then sheriff, Ed Bonner of Placer

2 County?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   The president of the DSA, Randy Padilla?

5      A.   Yes.

6      Q.   The mayor of Roseville?

7      A.   Yes.

8      Q.   And one of the Placer County Board of Supervisors?

9      A.   Yes.

10      Q.   And I notice there's actually -- down there by the

11 Placer County supervisor, do you see there's two names?

12 There's Bill Santucci and Ben Finnochio?

13      A.   Yes.

14           MR. YOURIL:  Brad.

15 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

16      Q.   Or Brad.  Sorry.  Thank you.

17           Were they both supervisors at the time?

18      A.   It's my understanding Brad Finnochio was a

19 district attorney.

20      Q.   Okay.

21      A.   I could be wrong.  But that's my understanding.

22      Q.   And you agree, all the supporters of the repeal

23 believed that Measure F was valid and enforceable or they

24 wouldn't have gone through the effort and expense of trying

25 to repeal it?
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

2           THE WITNESS:  Obviously, I didn't talk to these

3 people about their beliefs.  But it would appear that that's

4 an accurate statement based on their actions.

5           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 13 was marked for

6 identification.)

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   Turning your attention to the document we've

9 marked as Exhibit 13.  Can you tell me what this is?

10      A.   It appears to be a copy of Resolution No. 2006-30.

11      Q.   And is this a document that was produced by the

12 County?

13      A.   Yes.

14           MR. YOURIL:  And I'll just note that it's not

15 Bates-stamped.

16 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

17      Q.   Is this the resolution placing Measure A on the

18 ballot?

19      A.   Yes.  It appears to be a different format of

20 Exhibit Number 10.

21      Q.   Okay.  And it reflects, as you testified, a

22 unanimous vote by the Board of Supervisors?

23      A.   It reflects a 4-0 vote, with one member absent.

24      Q.   Okay.  Okay.  And this is a document that was

25 prepared by the County and maintained by the County?
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1           THE WITNESS:  It demonstrates that the County was

2 willing to agree to a number of compensation elements,

3 increasing those elements apart from base salaries.  Yes.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   So Measure F didn't really inhibit the County from

6 negotiating overall amounts of cash compensation back in

7 2004; correct?

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Calls for

9 speculation.

10           THE WITNESS:  I note that this random negotiations

11 did not seem to be very productive; there was no agreement

12 at this point in time.  It sounds like there were a number

13 of subjects that were part of the negotiation discussion.

14 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

15      Q.   You agree that the County was willing to set cash

16 compensation significantly above just the Measure F base

17 salary, don't you?

18      A.   Yes, I would agree there are a number of special

19 pays that appear to be generous and significant beyond base

20 salaries.

21      Q.   So it appears to me that Measure F didn't prevent

22 the parties from negotiating over a total cash compensation

23 package.

24           Would you agree?

25           MR. YOURIL:  That you believe that?
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1           Objection.  Vague.  Unintelligible.

2 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

3      Q.   Do you understand the question?

4      A.   I understand, again, that the parties appeared to

5 be negotiating on a number of subjects of total

6 compensation.  And I also note that that negotiation was not

7 successful.

8      Q.   There was no time between 1980 and 2020 that the

9 County ever tried to negotiate for an overall cash

10 compensation package that would be less than the Measure F

11 base salaries; correct?

12      A.   I am not aware of anytime that the County sought

13 to negotiate negative amounts of cash compensation to offset

14 base salaries.

15      Q.   That's not exactly what I'm asking you.

16           There was never a time that you're aware of,

17 testifying under oath on behalf of the County, between 1980

18 and let's say 2019, that Measure F forced the County to pay

19 more in overall cash compensation than it was willing to;

20 correct?

21           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

22 Unintelligible.

23           THE WITNESS:  I am not aware the County agreed to

24 any compensation that it was not willing to pay?

25           I'm sorry.
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1 for an extension that included only Measure F salaries in

2 terms of cash compensation?

3      A.   In terms of overall contract negotiation such as

4 an MOU, no.

5      Q.   Isn't it true that, to your knowledge speaking on

6 behalf of the County, that every contract proposal that you

7 are aware of included significant additional cash

8 compensation terms beyond those provided by Measure F?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

10           THE WITNESS:  I can't speak as to your definition

11 of "significant."

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   What's your understanding of what the word

14 "significant" means?

15      A.   It's my understanding that over the course of that

16 time period the parties sought to expand additional cash

17 compensation as a means of circumventing the restrictions of

18 Measure F, and those increased over time.

19      Q.   Was there ever a circumstance that you're aware

20 of, speaking on behalf of the County, after doing your due

21 diligence to make yourself knowledgeable, that the County

22 wanted to pay less in cash compensation than the Measure F

23 base salaries?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

25           THE WITNESS:  No, I'm not aware of that.
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1      Q.   And you helped prepare some of the County's

2 analysis of the total compensation; correct?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   And so if the DSA's total compensation is

5 20 percent higher than the total compensation of the other

6 Measure F jurisdictions, that would mathematically mean that

7 the County was paying significant amounts of additional cash

8 compensation above Measure F to DSA members; correct?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Compound and vague.

10           THE WITNESS:  That would mean that the County was

11 paying significantly more in both cash and other benefits

12 that are part of total compensation, yes.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   So the bottom line is, Measure F, at least

15 recently, hasn't prevented the County from setting an

16 overall compensation level, correct, for DSA members?

17           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

18           THE WITNESS:  The County has provided total

19 compensation while also observing the Measure F formula,

20 yes.

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   The difference between the Measure F base salaries

23 and the total compensation package provided by the County to

24 DSA members provides ample room for the County to negotiate

25 overall compensation with the DSA; correct?
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1           THE WITNESS:  I don't think anybody is arguing

2 that Placer County compensates its employees generously.  I

3 would argue that just because there is a generous last best

4 and final offer, that is not indicative of how much room or

5 flexibility there is to negotiate.  This was a failed

6 negotiation.

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   In 2004, Measure F did not prevent the County from

9 making a last best and final offer at a compensation level

10 that the County felt was appropriate and fair; correct?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

12 conclusion.  Misstates documents as well.

13           THE WITNESS:  I agree that the County obviously

14 made a last best and final offer that it was willing to

15 agree to.

16 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

17      Q.   In essence, all Measure F really does is set a

18 floor on DSA members' overall compensation level; correct?

19           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

20 conclusion.  Vague and ambiguous.

21           THE WITNESS:  My understanding of Measure F is it

22 provides for a salary that is one component of total

23 compensation.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   So you agree with me that that salary, as
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1 determined by Measure F, would just set a minimum level on

2 total compensation provided to DSA members?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

4 conclusion.

5           THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I wouldn't agree that it's a

6 minimum level.  I would agree that it has served as a

7 minimum and the Board has never, in its history of

8 negotiating with the DSA, offered less than what Measure F

9 has called for.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   It's true that it's a floor and that the Board has

12 always set the total compensation significantly above it;

13 correct?

14           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

15 conclusion and vague.

16           THE WITNESS:  It is true that the Board has always

17 set compensation since 1977 above what Measure F has

18 prescribed for salaries.

19 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

20      Q.   To your knowledge, Measure F has never forced the

21 Board to set total compensation at a level above what it was

22 willing to pay; correct?

23           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

24 Unintelligible.

25           THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware that the Board has
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1 ever agreed to a level of compensation that it was not

2 willing to pay.  That wouldn't make any sense.

3 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

4      Q.   The Board has never requested a level of total

5 compensation that is less than the salaries provided by

6 Measure F; correct?

7           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Unintelligible.

8           THE WITNESS:  I feel like we've already tackled

9 this.  Give me that one more time, please.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   You know what, we have.  Let's just move on.

12           At a lawful impasse, the County could impose

13 reductions in benefits or reductions in non-salary base pay;

14 correct?

15      A.   Reductions in benefits or non-salary based pays?

16      Q.   Let me rephrase it.  Okay.

17           So at impasse, if the County wanted to reduce the

18 deputies' overall compensation, as we sit here today, at a

19 lawful impasse they can impose cuts in incentive pays,

20 incentive cash payments that would exceed 10 percent;

21 correct?

22      A.   I believe that would be plausible or possible.

23      Q.   It would be easily accomplished, wouldn't it?

24      A.   No, I wouldn't say easily.

25      Q.   The County could reduce the advanced post
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1 incentive, which is at 17 percent, down to zero through

2 impasse, couldn't it?

3      A.   It's not at 17 percent.  And I suppose that would

4 be possible for the Board to accomplish.

5      Q.   Okay.  Through the imposed terms that are being

6 legally challenged, it's set at a flat dollar amount that's

7 roughly equivalent to 17 percent; correct?

8      A.   I would agree with that.

9      Q.   Okay.  So the Board, at imposition -- assuming

10 that it was lawful -- could have eliminated that post

11 incentive worth approximately 17 percent of salary if it so

12 desired; correct?

13           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

14 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

15      Q.   You can answer.

16      A.   I believe, yes, the Board has authority to address

17 any elements of compensation, including post incentive.

18      Q.   If the Board wanted to dramatically reduce the

19 total compensation cost for DSA members, even assuming

20 compliance with Measure F, it could do so through other pays

21 and benefits; correct?

22           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Unintelligible.

23           THE WITNESS:  Would it be possible for the Board

24 to dramatically reduce other elements of compensation?

25           Yes, that would be possible.
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   If the Board wanted to reduce the DSA members'

3 total compensation costs by 25 percent without disturbing

4 Measure F and gave you those bargaining instructions, you

5 could come up with other benefits and cash payments to

6 eliminate or reduce to accomplish that, couldn't you?

7           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Improper hypothetical.

8 And vague and ambiguous.

9           THE WITNESS:  I can't confirm that because some

10 elements of total compensation are not adjustable, such as

11 the employer's contribution to CalPERS, which is

12 significant.  So it would be difficult to confirm that

13 theory.

14           But I agree with the concept that the Board could

15 reduce other elements of compensation that are not salaries

16 in order to achieve a reduction of a certain amount.  I

17 don't know whether 25 percent is possible.

18 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

19      Q.   It would at least be possible to do something

20 close to 25 percent; correct?

21      A.   I haven't done the math.  But I agree a

22 significant reduction would be possible.

23      Q.   You could reduce it 20 percent, couldn't you, if

24 you wanted to?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.
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1           Give me the MOU.  Let's do it.

2           You're at least generally cognizant of the

3 different pays that DSA members receive; correct?

4      A.   Generally cognizant, yes.

5           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 16 was marked for

6 identification.)

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   Can you identify the document that we have marked

9 as Exhibit 16?

10      A.   Yes.  This is the most recent MOU between Placer

11 County and the Deputy Sheriffs' Association from July of

12 2015 to June 2018.

13      Q.   And it was also in effect through, I believe,

14 September of 2021 via the parties' extension that you

15 testified earlier about; correct?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   Okay.  And this document then would set forth the

18 items of compensation received by deputies up and until the

19 2021 imposition; correct?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   So if I turn your attention to page 8.

22           Article 7.4 provides standby pay; correct?

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   And the County could bargain away or impose an

25 elimination of the standby pay without disturbing Measure F;
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1 correct?

2      A.   Yes.

3      Q.   Article 8.1 includes bilingual pay of 5 percent;

4 correct?

5      A.   Yes.

6      Q.   And the County could negotiate or impose an

7 elimination of bilingual pay if it so desired, correct,

8 without disturbing Measure F?

9      A.   Yes.

10      Q.   Okay.  Look at 8.3, Career and Education

11 Incentive.  This provides, under this contract, various

12 amounts of post incentive pays up to a maximum of

13 17 percent; correct?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   And it also includes that basic post that we

16 talked about earlier.  And that -- well, let me just ask you

17 so I don't ask a compound question.

18           Do you agree with me there?  Bottom of page 9, top

19 of page 10.

20      A.   Well, my read of this provision is that basic post

21 would be paid as intermediate post.

22      Q.   Let's go to intermediate post.  That's 12 percent;

23 correct?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   And the vast majority of the membership receive
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1 intermediate post; correct?

2           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

3           THE WITNESS:  I would say that many of the members

4 qualify for either intermediate or even advanced post pay.

5 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

6      Q.   Okay.  And if the County so desired, it could

7 negotiate or impose an elimination of all post pay without

8 it disturbing Measure F; correct?

9      A.   If the County desired to annihilate its ability to

10 recruit and retain, sure.

11      Q.   I'm looking at subsection (d).  The County also

12 provides flat dollar cash payments for various levels of

13 college degrees; correct?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   And the County negotiates those amounts without

16 regard to Measure F; correct?

17           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

18           THE WITNESS:  The County negotiates educational

19 pays, yes.

20 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

21      Q.   And like these other cash payments, if the County

22 so desired, it could negotiate or impose elimination of its

23 educational pays without disturbing Measure F; correct?

24      A.   It would be possible.

25      Q.   Okay.  8.4 provides a tuition reimbursement of
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1 $1200, and then increasing to $1300 in 2017.

2           Do you agree with that?

3      A.   Yes.

4      Q.   That's also something that the County could

5 negotiate or impose elimination on without disturbing

6 Measure F?

7      A.   Yes.

8           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

9 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

10      Q.   8.5.  The County also provides out-of-class pay;

11 correct?

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   And those are additional cash payments that the

14 County could negotiate or impose eliminating without

15 disturbing Measure F; correct?

16           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

17           THE WITNESS:  You know, I would have to speculate

18 on the legal implications of that.  But I suppose it would

19 be possible to not approve work out of class pay.

20 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

21      Q.   It wouldn't violate Measure F; correct?

22      A.   I don't think it has anything to do with

23 Measure F.

24      Q.   If we look at 8.6, the County provides a Tahoe

25 branch assignment premium; correct?
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1      A.   Yes.

2      Q.   And as of December of 2017, that was $875 per

3 month; correct?

4      A.   Yes.

5      Q.   And the County could negotiate or impose

6 eliminating that pay without violating Measure F; correct?

7           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

8           THE WITNESS:  Yes, it would be possible for the

9 County to negotiate a different amount of pay.

10 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

11      Q.   And, in fact, the imposed terms as originally

12 imposed back in September of 2021 did eliminate eligibility

13 for the Tahoe branch assignment pay for some DSA members;

14 correct?

15      A.   In theory, yes.  In practice, no.

16      Q.   Because there was a grandfathering, is what you're

17 getting at; correct?

18      A.   I can tell you that I'm not aware of any member

19 who lost eligibility for that pay.

20      Q.   Because the deputies currently assigned at the

21 Tahoe branch were grandfathered; correct?

22      A.   And/or were able to qualify for the pay easily.

23      Q.   But the County demonstrated its ability to reduce

24 the Tahoe branch assignment pay obligations via the 2021

25 imposition; correct?
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

2           THE WITNESS:  The pay obligation was not reduced.

3 The eligibility requirements were changed.

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   And they were changed why?

6           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   What was the County's goal in changing those

9 eligibility requirements?  It was to reduce their

10 compensation obligations over the long term for Tahoe

11 premium pay, wasn't it?

12           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

13           THE WITNESS:  My understanding of the Board's

14 interest in changing that eligibility requirement was to

15 encourage deputies, for example, to live and work in the

16 Tahoe community, where they -- I mean, to live in the

17 community in which they worked.

18 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

19      Q.   Wasn't part of the intention of that to not pay

20 the branch premium to deputies who commuted from other areas

21 to Tahoe?

22           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

23           THE WITNESS:  The eligibility requirements allowed

24 for deputies to demonstrate residency even in the form of a

25 rental or a room.
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1 eliminating the eligibility for new deputies when they're

2 assigned to the Tahoe branch -- if they don't live there --

3 would reduce the compensation obligations?

4           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Unintelligible.

5 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

6      Q.   I'm giving you an opportunity to correct your

7 testimony.  It's under oath.

8           You're saying you don't know if narrowing the

9 eligibility for the Tahoe assignment pay would long-term

10 reduce the County's Tahoe compensation obligations?

11           That's your testimony?

12           MR. YOURIL:  She'd have to speculate.  It hasn't

13 happened.

14           THE WITNESS:  I am -- my testimony is that it has

15 not happened, that --

16 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

17      Q.   That's not the question.

18      A.   It is possible, again, in the long term that an

19 employee would not meet the eligibility requirements, and

20 therefore, reduce the compensation obligation.

21           But as you well know, that provision has already

22 changed.  So I'm not sure that it makes sense to speculate

23 as to the long-term physical impacts of something that no

24 longer exists.

25      Q.   My point was that the imposition of those
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1 restrictions demonstrated the County's ability to reduce its

2 compensation obligations if it so desired.

3           You don't dispute that, do you?

4      A.   The County has the ability to reduce its

5 compensation obligation via imposition, if necessary.

6      Q.   Okay.  And moving on to Section 8.7, special teams

7 pay.  There are a number of flat dollar amounts for the

8 special enforcements team, the certified divers, the hostage

9 negotiations team, the explosives ordnance detail,

10 et cetera; correct?

11      A.   Yes.

12      Q.   There's also air support team, I think are

13 additional ones in future years; correct?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   You agree that all of these special team pays are

16 subject to negotiations without regard to Measure F;

17 correct?

18           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

19           THE WITNESS:  Yes, these pays are subject to

20 negotiation and do not have anything to do with Measure F.

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   And the County could reduce or eliminate them

23 consistent with its bargaining obligations without violating

24 Measure F; correct?

25      A.   I suppose it would be possible.  Again, if they
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1 wanted to annihilate their ability to recruit and retain

2 employees.

3      Q.   Most or all of these additional cash compensation

4 items that we've talked about here today are also included

5 in pension calculations; correct?

6           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.  Calls for a

7 legal conclusion.

8           THE WITNESS:  If I'm understanding your question,

9 most or all of the pays we've discussed in this MOU thus far

10 have -- are pensionable, have impacts on pension

11 obligations.

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   Okay.  So they also increase the employer's

14 pension obligations just like Measure F does?

15           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

16           THE WITNESS:  Generally, yes.

17 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

18      Q.   Okay.  8.8.  There is a training officer pay of

19 looks like 5 percent.

20           Is that correct?

21      A.   Yes.

22      Q.   Okay.  And that is another pay that can be reduced

23 or eliminated without violating Measure F; correct?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

25           THE WITNESS:  I suppose that's possible.
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   And 9.8 provides a detective division premium of

3 5 percent of base pay; correct?

4           MR. YOURIL:  8.9.

5           MR. MASTAGNI:  Thank you.  8.9.

6           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   And that detective assignment pay can be

9 negotiated away or imposed away without violating Measure F;

10 correct?

11           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

12           THE WITNESS:  I suppose that's possible.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   Okay.  Looking at 8.10, uniform allowance.  At

15 least within the time frame of 2018, it looks like it was

16 about $1215 per year; is that correct?

17           Let me correct that.  It looks like there's a

18 little over 1,000 for deputies assigned to Auburn and a

19 little over 1200 for deputies assigned to Tahoe.

20           Is that correct?

21      A.   That's fair.

22      Q.   And that uniform allowance can be negotiated down

23 to zero without violating Measure F; correct?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.

25           THE WITNESS:  In theory, that's possible.
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1 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

2      Q.   In fact, a lot of agencies have eliminated uniform

3 allowance, in part, because it's not pensionable under

4 PEPRA?

5           MR. YOURIL:  Is that a question or a statement?

6           MR. MASTAGNI:  It's a question.

7           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

8 Overbroad.  Unintelligible.

9           THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware of whether I needed to

10 be an expert on everyone else's uniform allowances.

11 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

12      Q.   Are you aware of other agencies negotiating away

13 uniform allowances?

14      A.   I'm not on the negotiating team for any other

15 organizations.

16      Q.   That wasn't what I asked you.

17           I asked you if you were aware of any other

18 organizations or unions negotiating away uniform allowance.

19      A.   Um, I don't recall whether I'm aware of the

20 specifics of uniform allowance.  It obviously is not as

21 popular because it is not pensionable under PEPRA.  But I am

22 aware there are a number of provisions in our MOU that other

23 agencies have negotiated away.

24      Q.   Okay.  And then 8.11 provides nightshift

25 differential that looks like it's up to 7.5 percent of base
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1 pay; is that correct?

2      A.   Yes.

3      Q.   And, again, nightshift differential is a cash

4 compensation that can be negotiated away without violating

5 Measure F; correct?

6      A.   In theory, it would be possible.

7      Q.   Okay.  8.12 provides longevity pay.  Let me just

8 ask you that.

9           You have longevity pay specified in 8.12; correct?

10      A.   No.  This provision has been superceded by a side

11 letter.

12      Q.   Does the County still pay DSA members longevity

13 pay?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   What are the steps?

16      A.   They are similar to what is listed here:

17 5 percent based on either 5 years at step 5 in your salary

18 grade and/or 10 years of employment with Placer County, and

19 an additional 5 percent, for a total of 10 percent for

20 20 years of service.  Those are generally the steps.

21      Q.   So, to the best of your knowledge, there's up to

22 10 percent longevity pay available to DSA members?

23      A.   As I recall.

24      Q.   Okay.  And longevity pay, like those other cash

25 payments, is something that could be negotiated away or
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1 eliminated through imposition without violating Measure F;

2 correct?

3      A.   In theory, it would be possible.

4      Q.   And you agree that all of these cash payments that

5 we just went through are part of the compensation set by the

6 Board of Supervisors; correct?

7      A.   The Board has approved this MOU in 20- -- I mean,

8 yes, this is all approved by the Board.

9      Q.   Okay.

10           (Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 17 was marked for

11 identification.)

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   Do you have that in front of you?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   Can you tell me what this document is?

16      A.   It is an ordinance adopted by the Placer County

17 Board of Supervisors in 2004 amending County Code Chapter 3.

18      Q.   And it has a Bates stamp down at the bottom

19 starting with 273; correct?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   And the ordinance number is "5286-B"?

22      A.   Yes.

23      Q.   So turning your attention to the Bates-stamped

24 number 281.

25      A.   Yes.
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1      Q.   Okay.  You wouldn't submit things to the Board of

2 Supervisors that you hadn't reviewed and that you disagreed

3 with, would you?

4           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.  Incomplete

5 hypothetical.

6           THE WITNESS:  I did review this document and

7 agreed with the information in this document at the time it

8 was produced.

9 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

10      Q.   Okay.  So as of January 29, 2019, you believed

11 that, quote, "Measure F codified in Placer Code Section

12 3.12.040 and its express terms are mandatory"; correct?

13      A.   Yes.  I had no reason to consider otherwise at the

14 time.

15      Q.   Because the argument that Measure F is invalid and

16 was invalid since its inception was only raised after the

17 DSA filed an unfair labor practice against the County in

18 late 2020; correct?

19           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Overbroad.  Calls for

20 speculation.

21           THE WITNESS:  No, that's not correct.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   When was the first time that you communicated to

24 the DSA your belief that Measure F was invalid and

25 unenforceable?
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

2           THE WITNESS:  Are you asking for me personally or

3 the County?

4 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

5      Q.   For this one, I'm asking for you personally.

6      A.   I don't know that I personally was responsible for

7 communicating that to the DSA.

8      Q.   When is the first time you're aware of the County

9 communicating that position to the DSA?

10           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Overbroad.

11           THE WITNESS:  Communicated what specifically?

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   The contention that Measure F is invalid and

14 unenforceable in any way.

15      A.   And I'm sorry.  We've broken this up in pieces.

16 Your question is, when was that communicated?

17           MR. MASTAGNI:  Can you read the question back.

18           (Record read by the Reporter:

19           "Question:  When is the first time you're aware of

20 the County communicating that position to the DSA?")

21           THE WITNESS:  Okay.  I'll do my best to answer

22 that.  During the round of negotiations spanning from 2019

23 to 2020, um, or 2021 the County -- I'm sorry.

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   I thought you were done, so I was asking for the
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1 time.

2      A.   No, no.

3      Q.   Who was the person who communicated it?

4      A.   During that round of negotiations the County

5 proposed salary initiatives that were inconsistent with

6 Measure F and --

7      Q.   That's not what I asked you, though.

8           I'm asking you:  Are you aware of any instance

9 where somebody representing the County communicated to

10 somebody representing the DSA that they believed that

11 Measure F was invalid and unenforceable?

12           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

13           THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure that those terms

14 accurately capture what was communicated.

15           What I can tell you is that the County proposed --

16 made proposals that were inconsistent with Measure F and

17 communicated to the DSA negotiating team in as early as

18 summer 2020 that the County believed it had the right to do

19 so.  And then, as you well know, the full legal analysis

20 wasn't requested at that time but was provided in response

21 to the unfair practice charge.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   So if I understand your testimony correctly, no

24 one on behalf of the County ever expressly said, "We believe

25 Measure F is invalid."
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1           Rather, they made proposals that were inconsistent

2 with Measure F; correct?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Misstates the

4 testimony.

5           THE WITNESS:  My assertion is that the County made

6 proposals inconsistent with Measure F and --

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   I understand the talking point.  I'm going to

9 interrupt you because you're not answering the question.

10           I understand your counsel's argument that by

11 making a proposal that was 7 percent above Measure F that

12 that should be inferred.

13           What I'm asking you is:  Can you identify a single

14 circumstance prior to September of 2020 where any

15 representative of the County expressly said Measure F is

16 invalid or unenforceable, either one?

17           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Asked and

18 answered.

19           THE WITNESS:  During the course of negotiations

20 prior to September 2020, the -- I recall the DSA negotiating

21 team suggesting, "We don't think you can do that," and that

22 the County sharing that, "Yes, the County believes this is a

23 valid proposal."

24           And there was no further discussion or request for

25 legal authority or basis.
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1           I'm sorry.  Could you repeat the question.

2           (Record read by the Reporter:

3           "Question:  The position that was articulated by

4 the County was that Measure F is valid, but it only sets a

5 floor and we're free to negotiate above it.  True or

6 false?")

7           THE WITNESS:  I don't recall there being a

8 specific discussion about whether Measure F was valid.

9           Both of the proposals acknowledged Measure F in

10 terms of the formula for calculating salaries and proposed

11 to retain the formula.

12 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

13      Q.   So are you -- let's just state the implied.

14           It seems to me that what you're implying is that

15 the County communicated that it believed Measure F was

16 invalid, but that we will continue incorporating it into the

17 MOU for whatever other purposes in these proposals.

18           What I'm asking you is:  Isn't it true that the

19 County communicated to the DSA representatives that

20 Measure F -- not in the contract, but the 1976 ballot

21 initiative -- set a salary floor and not a ceiling, and that

22 the County was free to make proposals that exceeded

23 Measure F?

24           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague and compound.

25           THE WITNESS:  I can say there was discussion about
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1 whether Measure F should operate as a floor because as both

2 a floor and a ceiling, it contravened the MMBA.

3 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

4      Q.   Okay.  Prior to 2020, September of 2020, did

5 County representatives ever flat out say to the DSA that

6 Measure F is invalid or that Measure F is unenforceable?

7      A.   I don't recall that conversation.

8      Q.   Because it never happened; correct?

9      A.   I don't recall those words being used.

10      Q.   Isn't it true that the County representatives

11 communicated to the DSA that they believed that Measure F

12 set a floor on salaries but not a ceiling?

13      A.   I recall that being part of the discussion, I

14 believe, with both of those two salary proposals I just

15 discussed, that it would be impossible to abide by Measure F

16 as a point -- a salary point and also follow the MMBA.  And

17 so, therefore, the only plausible interpretation was that

18 Measure F would be the floor, a minimum, and the County was

19 free to negotiate salaries beyond that.

20      Q.   And that opinion was communicated to the DSA

21 representatives; correct?

22      A.   That's my recollection of our conversation.

23      Q.   You agree that that opinion is predicated on

24 Measure F being valid as a floor?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague and ambiguous.
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1           THE WITNESS:  I'm sorry.  You're going to have to

2 rephrase that question, please.

3 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

4      Q.   You've given all kinds of testimony about how we

5 should imply these different proposals and interpretation.

6           I'm just asking you flat out:  Prior to September

7 of 2020, was it the County's position that Measure F was

8 invalid and unenforceable?

9      A.   As stated in the ballot --

10      Q.   No, I'm asking you.  I'm not pointing to some

11 other documents.  You're speaking on behalf of the County.

12           Prior to September of 2020, was it the County's

13 position that Measure F was invalid and unenforceable?

14           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

15           THE WITNESS:  It was the County's position that

16 the interpretation of Measure F as a specific salary, both a

17 ceiling and a floor, was invalid and implausible and not

18 possible under the MMBA.

19 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

20      Q.   When you say "invalid" and "implausible," which

21 one do you mean?  Or what's the difference?

22      A.   Sorry.  It was the County's position that it was

23 not possible to have no negotiation over salaries.

24           Therefore, the only possible interpretation of

25 Measure F in which it could be valid was that it was a
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1 floor, not a specific salary.

2      Q.   Isn't salary just a form of cash compensation?

3           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.  Calls for a legal

4 conclusion.

5           THE WITNESS:  No, I would not characterize salary

6 as just a form of cash compensation.

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   Well, you just testified that there were all kinds

9 of other ways that the County could provide cash

10 compensation to the entire membership without disturbing

11 Measure F.

12           Do you remember that?

13      A.   Yes, I recall that.  And I also recall saying that

14 perhaps the average deputy might look at their paycheck and

15 not particularly notice whether a specific amount came from

16 salary or another element of compensation, that it would be

17 fungible.

18           What I can tell you is that in a competitive

19 recruitment market, particularly with people just entering

20 the field, they are much less likely to go through an MOU

21 that is how many pages long -- nearly 50 pages long -- to

22 understand all of those elements of special pay that we just

23 walked through laboriously one by one by one.

24           What they are most likely to look at is base

25 salary.  What is the hourly rate?  Where am I starting?  And

rramirez
Highlight

rramirez
Highlight



Placer Co. Depty Sheriff's Assoc. v. County of Placer Deposition of: PMK - Kate Sampson
Case No. S-CV-0047770 Deposition Date: December 1, 2022

415.578.2480/support@calpacificreporting.com
Cal-Pacific Reporting, Inc.

Page 215

1 Placer County is extremely low in the market because of

2 Measure F.  So it's not just another form of cash

3 compensation; it bears much more importance than that.

4      Q.   So it's a marketing issue, the elimination of

5 Measure F, for the County?

6      A.   Base salaries are a critical component of

7 recruitment specifically.

8      Q.   Haven't candidates from lateral agencies rescinded

9 their applications based on the County's elimination of

10 Measure F?

11      A.   I don't have --

12           MR. YOURIL:  Calls for speculation.

13           THE WITNESS:  I don't have knowledge of that.

14 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

15      Q.   Have you heard information to that effect?

16      A.   I have heard then Undersheriff Wayne Woo say there

17 was one candidate from the city of Vallejo, of all places,

18 who rescinded their application.  And he maintained it was

19 due to the conversation about Measure F.

20      Q.   So if you're saying that the MMBA, in order to be

21 plausibly interpreted, would require being able to negotiate

22 cash compensation above Measure F, you've already testified

23 that the County was able to do that without disturbing

24 Measure F; correct?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Misstates the testimony.
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1           THE WITNESS:  I'm saying the County's position was

2 not that MMBA only requires that you be able to negotiate

3 some portion, some slice of the total pie, that the MMBA

4 says salaries are a mandatory subject of bargaining, and

5 therefore, Measure F cannot be valid.

6 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

7      Q.   Well, if it's so obvious, how come that position

8 was never articulated prior to September of 2020?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for speculation.

10 Calls for a legal conclusion.

11           THE WITNESS:  I recall there was quite a bit of

12 discussion about Measure F.  And I also recall there was

13 never a request for a legal basis for the County's position

14 in its proposal.

15 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

16      Q.   I haven't asked you once about anybody requesting

17 a legal position.  You keep testifying about how obvious all

18 of your current convenient litigation positions are.

19           But the fact of the matter is, you authenticated

20 and submitted a memo to the Board of Supervisors in January

21 of 2019 where you represented in a publicly-viewed document

22 that Measure F codified in section 3.12.040, and its express

23 terms are mandatory.

24           Were you lying to the Board of Supervisors when

25 you submitted that document?
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1           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Badgering.

2           I'm going to instruct her not to answer that one.

3 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

4      Q.   Was your statement in this memo that we've marked

5 as Exhibit 18 dishonest?

6           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Badgering.

7           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm allowed to ask impeachment

8 questions, Counsel.

9           THE WITNESS:  No.  It is the responsibility of

10 staff to provide the Board of Supervisors with the best

11 information available at the time.

12           You'll notice that in January 2019, I was not even

13 appointed to be the Human Resources Director.  And you'll

14 also notice that this memo looks eerily familiar to decades

15 of memos that preceded it.

16           At that point in time, I had no reason to have

17 delved in this level of detail into what was, as we've

18 discussed, been in place for decades with, as best I can

19 tell, absolutely no legal analysis as to the original

20 validity of Measure F.

21           At this point in time --

22      Q.   Hold on.  You just said based on what you can

23 tell, no legal analysis.

24           What's your basis for saying that?  That's just

25 your speculation that's conveniently suited to your

rramirez
Highlight



Placer Co. Depty Sheriff's Assoc. v. County of Placer Deposition of: PMK - Kate Sampson
Case No. S-CV-0047770 Deposition Date: December 1, 2022

415.578.2480/support@calpacificreporting.com
Cal-Pacific Reporting, Inc.

Page 218

1 litigation position, isn't it?

2           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Unintelligible.

3           THE WITNESS:  My basis for saying that this issue

4 had not been previously analyzed legally is that there is no

5 information that I have been able to identify that the

6 question had ever been looked at.

7 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

8      Q.   You saw the County Counsel's statement on the

9 ballot measure in 1976, and it didn't indicate anything;

10 correct?

11      A.   It indicated that there is state law -- which we

12 had a long conversation about earlier, and then went on to

13 indicate how that state law would be -- I believe it said

14 changed, or I would argue maybe contravened by the effect of

15 Measure F.

16           There did not appear to be any actual analysis of

17 whether that measure was constitutional or --

18      Q.   Let's go back to what you just testified to.

19           MR. YOURIL:  There are plenty of cases in 2021

20 that talk about this exact issue.  So, I mean, there's still

21 legal development.

22           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm going to what the witness

23 testified that's her basis for saying there was no legal

24 analysis.

25      Q.   You're implying, in your testimony, that the
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1 County Counsel's statement on the 1976 Measure F was

2 implying that it violated the MMBA and was illegal, are you

3 not?  Isn't that what you're trying to imply with that

4 testimony?

5           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Calls for a legal

6 conclusion as to what the MMBA requires.

7           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm asking her what her testimony

8 is.

9           THE WITNESS:  My testimony is that, to me, the

10 County Counsel perhaps could have easily identified that the

11 effect of the measure would contravene state law.

12           MR. MASTAGNI:  But he didn't.

13           THE WITNESS:  It is not -- it is not my assertion

14 that he did or intended to.

15 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

16      Q.   You keep raising that, though.  When you testify

17 about that statement in there, aren't you trying to imply

18 that he was finding that this violated state law but just

19 didn't come out and say it?

20      A.   No.

21      Q.   Isn't that the point of your testimony?  You keep

22 repeating it.  I'm asking, what's the significance of that

23 to you?

24      A.   The significance is my own interpretation.

25           Looking now at that impartial analysis, now that
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1 the issue has actually been analyzed, it seems that that

2 impartial analysis really missed the issue at hand because

3 it stated state law requires X, Y, Z, and then goes on to

4 say this measure would -- I believe his words were "change,"

5 but I might read it as contravene.

6           I don't think he actually asked the question, "Is

7 this legal?"

8      Q.   So your testimony, on behalf of the County, is

9 that the County Counsel in 1976 was so ignorant that he

10 stumbled into the violation that you see in his statement

11 but failed to articulate it when he advised the Board of

12 Supervisors that they could go forward with the initiative.

13           That's your position?

14      A.   I don't know whether he was ignorant.  I think

15 it's safe to say that the question was never really

16 analyzed.

17      Q.   Well, aren't you trying to testify that he

18 determined that it was in conflict with state law?

19      A.   No.  That is --

20           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Speculating as to what --

21 I mean, we have the text of it.  I mean, we can all read it.

22           THE WITNESS:  That's my interpretation.  I don't

23 think he was dancing around --

24 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

25      Q.   Let me stop you.  When you say "that's my
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1 determinations as to which laws carried over and which laws

2 were contrary to the charter.

3      A.   Isn't the absence of information indicative that

4 it didn't happen?

5      Q.   No.  Since when -- why would you think that the

6 absence of information proves that something didn't happen?

7           MR. YOURIL:  We're arguing about the legal

8 significance about that.

9 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

10      Q.   No County Counsel or Board of Supervisors applied

11 that interpretation for 40 years; correct?

12      A.   If by "that interpretation" you mean for 40 years,

13 it has not been the County's position that Measure F is

14 invalid and unenforceable?

15      Q.   No.  Let me rephrase it for you.

16           It's true that for the first 40 years after the

17 incorporation of the charter, no Board of Supervisors or

18 County Counsel ever construed section 302(b) as being

19 inconsistent with Measure F?

20      A.   I am not aware that anyone articulated or believed

21 or evaluated whether the two were inconsistent.

22      Q.   And the DSA relied, to their detriment, on the

23 County's representations -- including yours in January of

24 2019 -- that Measure F was valid in preparing their

25 bargaining proposals; correct?
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1      A.   I -- if we're referring to my recent testimony

2 just minutes ago, I believe I said I am not aware of any

3 instance in this period that we're discussing between 1976

4 and 2019 that the County analyzed this issue.

5           Is that your question?

6      Q.   But isn't it true that in 2006, for example, the

7 County and the DSA both wanted to get away from Measure F

8 and looked at means of doing so?

9           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague as to "County."

10           MR. MASTAGNI:  County of Placer, Counsel.

11           MR. YOURIL:  Well, the Board of Supervisors or --

12           THE WITNESS:  As I testified previously, there was

13 at least one Board member who supported placement of

14 Measure A on the ballot, and the Board agreed to place it on

15 the ballot without signature.

16 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

17      Q.   We're going to be here a really long time if you

18 refuse to answer questions.  Or we're just going to have to

19 suspend the deposition and get a motion to compel.

20           Is it really your testimony under oath on behalf

21 of the County that the DSA and the County didn't look at

22 ways to get around Measure F in the early 2000s?

23      A.   No, that is not my testimony.

24      Q.   You agree that they did try to get around

25 Measure F in the early 2000's; correct?
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1      A.   I believe I have stated that there were a number

2 of ways that it appears the parties appeared to do back

3 flips to be able to compensate the group in a manner the

4 Board wished, while being hamstrung by the Measure F

5 formula.

6      Q.   And isn't it also true that in the early 2000's

7 the DSA and the Board looked at legal interpretations and

8 constructions to allow higher base salary than those set by

9 Measure F?

10           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague.

11           THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure I'm aware of what

12 you're talking about.

13 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

14      Q.   Didn't the DSA make the very argument that you

15 just articulated, that Measure F should be viewed as a floor

16 back in the early 2000's, and the County said, "No, it's a

17 floor and a ceiling"?

18           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Compound.

19           THE WITNESS:  I'm not aware that the County has

20 used those words.

21 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

22      Q.   Did they use words to that effect in communicating

23 with the DSA during negotiations in the early 2000's?

24      A.   I believe the County's interpretation and belief

25 has been consistent over the 40 years, as we have discussed
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1 at length.

2      Q.   That's not what I'm asking you.

3           In the early 2000's, the DSA and the County both

4 jointly analyzed whether or not Measure F was enforceable

5 and if there was any way to not have their salaries set as a

6 floor and a ceiling by Measure F; isn't that true?

7      A.   My understanding is in the early 2000's, there was

8 analysis of how to pay more competitive compensation and

9 what options were available.  But it would appear, from my

10 reading, that County Counsel as well as the DSA, and I

11 assume yourself, entirely missed the original question,

12 which was:  Is Measure F actually valid?

13      Q.   Well, counsel, I can tell you that that's flat out

14 untrue because I looked at that issue with the County.

15           So you're saying based on your analysis.  Did you

16 even do any analysis or research to make yourself

17 knowledgeable on these issues?  Or are you just sticking

18 your head in the sand and coming here and saying, "I don't

19 know; therefore, it didn't happen"?

20           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.

21           You don't have to answer that question.

22 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

23      Q.   What did you do --

24           MR. YOURIL:  Can you not yell at her?

25           MR. MASTAGNI:  I'm not yelling at her.
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1 its full legal analysis, it became clear to the Board of

2 Supervisors that it could not enforce an illegal measure.

3 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

4      Q.   What's the event that you refer to as "once it

5 became"?  That's the unfair labor practice, is it not?

6      A.   The County's published response to the DSA's

7 unfair labor practice is the, to my knowledge, first public

8 written explanation of this legal analysis.

9      Q.   The County's position at impasse was to maintain

10 Measure F but temporarily pay a salary that was 7 percent

11 above it until Measure F caught up; correct?

12           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Vague and ambiguous.

13           THE WITNESS:  The County's salary proposal of July

14 2020 included a 7 percent increase as well as -- I'm

15 sorry -- a 7 percent salary increase, as well as a

16 contractural obligation to continue the annual observance of

17 the Measure F calculation.

18 BY MR. MASTAGNI:

19      Q.   On August 27th of 2020 --

20           In your testimony right there, you're implying

21 that at the time of its last best offer, the County had

22 already determined that Measure F was invalid; correct?

23           Isn't that what you're trying to convey with how

24 you're wording your answers?

25           MR. YOURIL:  Objection.  Unintelligible.
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1                   WITNESS SIGNATURE PAGE

2

3

4            I, the undersigned, declare under penalty of

5 perjury that I have read the foregoing transcript, and I

6 have made any corrections, additions or deletions that I was

7 desirous of making; that the foregoing is a true and correct

8 transcript of my testimony contained therein.

9

10

11           EXECUTED this______day of______________________,

12 2022/2023,_____________________,_________________________.

13                 (City)                 (State)

14

15
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17
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20                    ________________________________

21                             KATE SAMPSON
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1                   CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

2

3           I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand Reporter

4 of the State of California, do hereby certify:

5           That the foregoing proceedings were taken

6 before me at the time and place herein set forth; that any

7 witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to testifying,

8 were administered an oath;

9            That a record of the proceedings was made by me

10 using machine shorthand which was thereafter transcribed

11 under my direction; that the foregoing transcript is a true

12 record of the testimony given.

13            I further certify I am neither financially

14 interested in the action nor a relative or employee

15 of any attorney or any party to this action.

16            IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have this date subscribed

17 my name.

18            Dated:  December 12, 2022.
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21                 _________________________________

22                        SHARON LANCASTER

23                        CSR No. 5468
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Measure F, Other Law Enforcement Classificatians, and County Charter §207 
February 25, 2020 

Assistanfi Deputy Sheriff I 5.15% 
Chief Deputy Coroner 5.46% 
Deputy Sheriff I 5.15% 
Deputy Sheriff Trainee 5.15% 
Investigator -Chief district Attarney 0.29% 
Investigator -District Attorney 5.46% 
Investigator -Supervising district Attorney 4.82% 
Investigatar -Welfare Fraud/Child Support 5.46% 
Investigator -Welfare Fraud -Supervising 5.47% 
Probation Manager 4.82% 

For a Deputy Sheriff I1, the most prevalent classificatian filled, the Measure F increase would resulf in an 
approximate maximum annual base salary of $93,454, an increase of $4,576 over the existing top step salary 
of $88,878. 

The PCDSA and the affecfed department heads have been advised of fhe salary adjustments a~ presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are shown in Attachment 1. 

Caunty Charter §207 Salaries 

Effective January 1, 2015, §207 of the Placer County Charter was amended with eater approval to set and 
limit the salaries of the Board of Supervisars. The County is required to annually: (1 }determine maximum 
salaries for the comparable classification in the three surrounding counties of EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries far those three agencies; and then, (3) set the 
salary of the Placer County Baard of Supervisors at a level that does not exceed the average maximum salary 
of the other three counties. 

In applying the formula to set the wage for the members of the Board of Supervisors, the salary will be 
adjusted 2.75°fo to an hourly rate equivalent to $39.20, annualized to a salary of $81,536. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are shown in Attachment 2. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The total impact of the Measure F-related salary adjustments, including associated benefit costs, for the 
remainder of this fiscal year is approximately $760,000 ($2.24 million annualized). The adopted Fiscal Year 
2019-20 budget anticipated an average increase of 3.5°l0. Any additional casts are expected to be absorbed 
within departmental budgets for the current fiscal year. 

The total impact of the Charter §207-related salary adjustments for the remainder of this fiscal year is 
approximately $5,225 ($15,000 annualized), which will be accommodated within the current adopted budget. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 -2020 Measure F Salary Survey 
Attachment 2 — 2020 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Attachment 3 —Ordinance 
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SATE: February 1 1, 2020 

~ ~ 

5 

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors 

FRC1M: Kate Sampson, Director of Human Resources 
By: Jon Harried, Human Resource Analyst -Senior 

SU~JE~T: 2020 Salary Adjustments related to Measure F, Other Law Enforcement 
Classifications, and County Charter §207 

Introduce an ordinance, waive oral reading, amending the un-codified Schedule of 
Classifications and Compensation Ordinance to implement the required salaries for the 
classifications covered by Measure F ar~d other associated law enforcement 
classifications, and confirming Board member salaries under §207 of the County Charter. 

,~ • ~ 

Measure F and Other Associated Law Enforcement Classifications 

Measure F is a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association 
(PCDSA) and passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in 1977. Measure F is now 
codified as Placer County Code §3.12.040. Measure F provides the required method for 
annually determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer 
County. 

The Measure F formula requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for 
comparable classes of positions in the three surrounding counties of EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and 
then, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable classifications at a level equal to 
that average. 

The required average maximums are used to set the salaries for the classifications of 
Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff II, effective 
the first full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no comparable class of position 
available and therefore the maximum salary is set ten percent below the classification of 
Undersheriff, per County Code §3.12.04Q. For 2020, approximate percentage increases by 
classification are shown below: 

PLACERGOUNTY 00186 



Measure F, Other Law Enforcement Classes, and §207 
February 1 1, 2020 
Page 2 

Undersheriff 4,58% 

Assistant Sheriff 4.58% 

Captain 3.b9~ 

Lieutenant 3.b6% 

Sergeant 5.46% 
Deputy Sheriff II 5.15% 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the classifications as described above, the salaries for 
certain other classifications are also impacted due to benchmarking, compaction, or 
negotiated agreement. Those classifications and approximate increases include: 

Assistant Deputy Sheriff I 5.15% 
Chief Deputy Coroner 5.4b% 
Deputy Sheriff I 5.15% 
Deputy Sheriff Trainee 5.15% 

Investigator -Chief District Attorney 0.29% 

Investigator -District Attorney 5.46 

Investigator -Supervising District Attorney 4.82% 

Investigator -Welfare Fraud/Child Support 5.4b~ 

Investigator -Welfare Fraud -Supervising 5.47% 

Probation Manager 4.82% 

For a Deputy Sheriff II, the most prevalent classification filled, the Measure F increase would 
result in an approximate maximum annual base salary of $93,454, an increase of $4,57b over 
the existing top step salary of $88,87$. 

The PCDSA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary 
adjustments as presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are shown in Attachment 1. 

County Charter §207 Salaries 

Effective January 1, 2015, §207 of the Placer County Charterwasamended with voter 
approval to set and limit the salaries of the Board of Supervisors. The County is required to 
annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for the comparable classification in the three 
surrounding counties of EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2j calculate the average 
maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, {3) set the salary of the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors at a level that does not exceed the average maximum salary 
of the other three counties. 
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Page 3 

In applying the formula to set the wage for the members of the Board of Supervisors, the 
salary will be adjusted 2.75~o to an hourly rate equivalent to $39.20, annualized to a salary 
of $81,536. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are shown in Attachment 2. 

FISC~iL IMPACT 

The total impact of the Measure F-related salary adjustments, including associated benefit 
costs, for the remainder of this fiscal year is approximately $760,000 ($2.24 million 
annualized). The adopfied Fiscal Year 2019-20 budget anticipated an average increase of 
3.5%. Any additional costs are expected to be absorbed within departmental budgets for 
the current fiscal year. 

The total impact of the Charter §207-related salary adjustments for the remainder of this 
fiscal year is approximately $5,225 ($15,000 annualized}, which will be accommodated 
within the current adopted budget. 

ATTACHNtENTS 

Attachment 1 - 2020 Measure F Salary Survey 
Attachment 2 - 2020 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Attachment 3 -Ordinance 
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TO: Board of Supervisors 

~` ~ ~ ~ ~ 

'! 

FROM: Kate Sampson, Interim Human Resources Director 

DATE: January 29, 2019 

SUBJECT: Measure F, Other Safety Classifications, and Sec 207 Increases far Calendar Year 2019 

Adopt an ordinance, introduced January 8, 2019, amending the un-codified Schedule of Classifications and 
Compensation Ordinance, implementing fihe required salaries for the classifications covered by Measure F, 
and other law enforcement classifications, and confirming Board member salaries under Sectian 207 of the 
County Charter. 

Measure F is a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in ~ 977. Measure F, codified in Placer County Code § 3.12.040 
and its express terms, are mandatory. Measure F provides the required method far annually determining and 
setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F formula requires the 
County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, as listed, in the 3 
surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for 
those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable employees at a level equal 
to the average maximum salary of the other three counties. The required average maximums are used to set 
the salaries far the classifications of Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy 
Sheriff II, effective the first full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no comparable class of position 
availably and therefore the maximum salary is set ten percent below the classification of Undersheriff per 
§3.12..040. Approximate percentage increases by classification are as follows: UndersherifF 3.16%; Assistant 
Sheriff 3.16%; Captain 6.36%; Lieutenant 6.40%; Sergeant 3.12%; Deputy Sheriff 113.68%. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the classifications asdescribed above, the salaries for classificationswhich 
are benchmarked and/or associated with Measure F classifications by negotiated agreement also are reviewed 
at this time. Those classifications and increases include: Deputy Sheriff 13.68%; Deputy Sheriff Trainee 3.68%; 
Investigator-District Attorney 3.12%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 3.12%; Investigator-Welfare 
Fraud-Supervising 3.12%; Chief Deputy Coroner 3.12%; and the e~ctra help only classifications of Assistant 
Deputy Sheriff 1 3.68%; Assistant Deputy Sheriff 113.68%. 

For a Deputy Sheriff II, the most prevalent classification filled, the Measure F increase would result in an 
approximate maximum annual base salary of $88,873, an increase of $3,~ 54 over the existing top step salary 
of $85,719. 

The PCDSA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 1 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting —January 29, 2019 
Measure F, Other Law Enforcement Classes, and Salaries Under Sec 207 

BACKGRQUND — ~(acer Caunf~ Charter Section 207 Salaries 

Effective January 1, 2015, Section 207 of the Placer County Charter was amended with voter approval to set 
and limit the salaries of the Board of Supervisors membership. Codified in the Placer County Charter § 207, 
this amendment and its express terms are mandatory. The County is required to annually: (1) determine 
maximum salaries for the comparable classification in the 3 surrounding counties: EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary 
of the Placer County comparable employees at a level that does not exceed the average maximum salary of 
the other three counties. 

In applying the formula to set the wage for fihe members of the Board of Supervisors, the associated salary will 
be adjusted 1.91 %to a bi-weekly rate of $3,051, and an annualized salary of $79,341. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 2. 

Ft~CAL IMPACT 

Measure F -The total cost impact for allocated pasitians for the remainder of this fiscal year is estimated to be 
$568,293 ($1,641,734 annualized} which is included in the affected departments FY 2018-19 budgets. 

Sec 207 Salaries -The total increased cost impact for five allocated positions is approximately $10,151. 

AT'TACFitV{ENT~ 

Attachment 1 — 2019 Measure F Salary Survey 
Attachment 2 — 2019 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Attachment 3 — C~rdinance 

cc: T. Leopold, County Executive Officer 
K. Schwab, County Counsel 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Controller 
S. C?wens, District Attorney 
D. Bell, Sheriff 
N. Frederito, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
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Td: Board of Supervisors DATE: January 8, 20 9 

FROM: Kate Sampson, Pnterim Human Resources Director 

SUBJECT: Measure F, Other Safety Classifications, and Sec 207 Increases for Calendar Year 2019 

• - w 

Introduce an ordinance, oral reading waived, amending the un-codified Schedule of Classifications and 
Compensation Ordinance, implementing the required salaries far the classifications covered by Measure F, 
and other law enforcement classifications, and confirming Board member salaries under Section 207 of the 
County Charter. 

:~ • 

Measure F is a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in 1977. Measure F, codified in Placer County Gode § 3.12.040 
and its express terms, are mandatary. Measure F provides the required method for annually determining and 
setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F formula requires the 
County to annually: (1) determine maxirrrum salaries far comparable classes of positions, as listed, in the 3 
surrounding counties, EI Doradq Nevada and Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for 
those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable employees at a level equal 
to the average maximum salary of the other three counties. The required average maximums are used to set 
the salaries for the classifications of Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy 
Sheriff II, effective the firsfi full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no comparable class of position 
available and therefore the maximum salary is set ten percent below the classification of Undersheriff per 
§3.12.040. Approximate percentage increases by classification are as follows: Undersheriff 3.16%; Assistant 
Sheriff 3.16%; Captain 6.36%; Lieutenant 6.40%; Sergeant 3.12%; Deputy Sheriff II 3.68%. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the classifications as described above, the salaries for classifications which 
are benchmarked and/or associated with Measure F classifications by negotiated agreement also are reviewed 
at this time. Those classifications and increases include: Deputy Sheriff 13.68%; Deputy Sheriff Trainee 3.68%; 
Investigator-District Attorney 3.12%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 3.12%; Investigator-Welfare 
Fraud-Supervising 3.12%; Chief Deputy Caraner 3.12%; and the extra help only classifications of Assistant 
Deputy Sheriff 13.68%; Assistant Deputy Sheriff II 3.68%. 

For a Deputy Sheriff II, the mast prevalent classification filled, the Measure F increase would result in an 
approximate maximum annual base salary of $88,873, an increase of $3,154 over the existing tap step salary 
of $85,719. 

The PCDSA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 1. 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting —January 8, 2019 
Measure F, Other Law Enforcement Classes, and Salaries Under Sec 207 

• + • i t: • - - w i 

Effective January 1, 2015, Section 207 of the Placer County Charter was amended with voter approval to set 
and limit the salaries of the Baard of Supervisors membership. Codified in the Placer County Charter § 207, 
this amendment and its express terms are mandatory. The County is required to annually: (1) determine 
maximum salaries for the comparable classification in the 3 surrounding counties: EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2}calculate the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary 
of the Placer County comparable employees at a level that does not exceed the average maximum salary of 
the other three counties. 

In applying the formula to set the wage far the members of the Board of Supervisors, the associated salary will 
be adjusted 1.91 %to a bi-weekly rate of $3,05 ,and an annualized salary of $79,341. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 2. 

• 

Measure F -The total cast impact for allocated positions for the remainder of this fiscal year is estimated to be 
$568,293 ($1,641,734 annualized) which is included in the affected departments FY 2018-19 budgets. 

Sec 207 Salaries -The total increased cost impact for five allocated positions is approximately $10,151. 

Attachment 1 — 2019 Measure F Salary Survey 
Attachment 2 — 2019 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Attachment 3 — Qrdinance 

cc: T. Leopold, County Executive Officer 
K. Schwab, County Counsel 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Controller 
S. Owens, District Attorney 
D. Bell, Sheriff 
N. Frederito, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
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FROM: 

SUBJECT 
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Board of Supervisars 

Lori Walsh, Human. Resources Director 

DATE: February 6, 2018 

Measure F, Other Safety Classificatians, and Sec 207 Increases for Calendar Year 218 

Introduce an ordinance amending the un-codified Schedule of Classifications and Compensation. 
Ordinance, implementing the required salaries for the classifications covered by Measure F, and other law 
enforcement cfassificafions, and confirming Board member salaries under Section 207 of the County 
Charter: Oral reading waived. 

-. -• r 

Measure F is ~ local initiative spar~sared by the P1~cer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA} and 
passed by the voters ~f Placer County, effective in 1977. Measure F, codified in Placer County Code ~ 
3.12.040 and its express terms, are mandatory. Measure F pravides the required method for annually 
determining and setting salaries far specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F formula 
~~q~ires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, as 
listed, in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum 
salaries for those three agencies; arrd fihen, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable employees at 
a level equal to the average maximum salary of the other three counties. The required average maximums 
are used to set the salaries far the classifica#ions of Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeanfi, and Deputy sheriff II, effective the first full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no 
comparable class of position available ar~d therefore the maximum salary is set ten percent below the 
classification of Undersheriff per §3.12.440. Approximate percentage increases by classification are as 
follows: Undersheriff 4.07%; Assistant SherifF 4.07%; Gapfiain 3.19°la; Lieutenant 3.21 %; Sergeanfi 3.04%; 
Deputy Sheriff 11.4.03%. 

While (~easure F sets the salaries of the classifications as ,described above, the salaries for classifications 
which are benchmarked and/or associated with Measure F classifications by negotiated agreement also are 
reviewed at this time. Those classifications and increases include: Deputy SherifF 14.03%; Deputy Sheriff 
Trainee 4.03%; Investigator-District Attorney 3.04%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 3.04%; 
Investigator-Welfare Fraud-Supervising 3.04°l0; Chief Deputy Coroner 3.04%; and the e ra help only 
classifications of Assistant Deputy Sheriff 14.03%; Assistant Deputy Sheriff II 4.03%. 

For" a Deputy Sheriff II, the most prevalent classification filled, the Measure F increase would result in an 
approximafie maximum annual base salary of $85,799, an increase of $3,318 over the existing top step salary 
of $82,4Q0. 

The PC~SA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached ~s Attachment 1. 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting —February 6, 2g18 
Measure F,.Other Law Enforcement Classes, and Salaries Under Sec 207 

Effective January 1, 2015, Sectian.207 of the Placer County Charter was amended with voter approval to set 
and limit the salaries of the Board of Supervisors membership. Codified in the Placer Counfy Charter § 207, 
this amendment and its express terms aremandatory. The County is required to annually: (1 } determine 
maximum salaries for the comparable classification in the 3 surrounding counties: EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2) calcula#e the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3} set the 
salary of the Placer County comparable employees at.a level that daes not exceed the average maximum 
salary of the other three counties.. 

In applying the formula to set the wage for the members of the Board of Supervisors, the asspciated salary 
will be adjusted 0.68% to a bi-weekly rate of $2,994, and an annualized salary of $77,852. 

T'h~ survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 2. 

Measure F -The total cast imp~cfi of base salaries far allocated positions far the reminder of this fiscal year 
is approximately $5 5,377 ($1,513,650 annualized), which the affected departments will be expected to 
absorb within their current budgets. 

Sec 207 Salaries -The tat~l increased cost ,impact based upon, base salaries for 5 allocated positions far the 
reminder of this fiscal year is approximately $1,215 ($3,566 annualized). 

7'TAG H M ~hlT' 

Nttachment 1 — 2018 Measure F Salary Survey 
Attachment 2 — 2018 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Attachment 3 — t?rdinance 

cc: T. L~opol~, County Executive Officer 
G. Carden, County Counsel 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Contraller 
~. Owens, District Attorney 
D. Bell, Sheriff 
B. Ramirez, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
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TD: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Board of Supervisors 

1 

DATE: February 20; 2078 

Lori Walsh, Human Resources Director 

Measure F, (7ther Safety Classifications, and Sec 207 Increases for Calendar Year 201$ 

AGTION ~EQUEBTED 

Adopt an ordinance, introduced February 6, 2018, amending the un-codified Schedule of Classifications 
and Compensatian Ordinance, implementing the required_ salaries for the classificafiions covered by 
tVleasure F, and. other law enforcement classifications, and confirming Board member salaries under 
Section 207 of the County Charker. 

~• -• 

Measure F is a local initiative spor~sared by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in 7977, iVleasure F, codified in Placer County Code ~ 
3.12.040 and its express terms, are mandatory. Measure F provides �W�<�y�H��required method for annually 
determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F formula 
requires the County to annually: (1} determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, as 
listed, in fhe 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorada, Nevada and Sacramento; {2} calculate the average maximum 
salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3} set the salary.of the Placer Caunty comparable emplay~es at 
a level egua{ to the average maxirrrum salary of the other three counties.' The required average maximums 
are used to set the salaries for the c{assifications of Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeant; and Deputy Sheriff ll, effective the first full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no 
comparable class of position available and therefore the maximumsalary is set ten percent below the 
classification of Undersheriff per §3.12.04. Approximate percentage increases by classification are as 
follows: Undersheriff 4.07%; Assistant Sheriff 4.07°l0; Captain 3.19%; Lieutenanfi 3.21 %; Sergeant 3.04%; 
Deputy Sheriff II 4.03%. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the classifications as described above, the salaries for classifications 
which are benchmarked and/or associated with Measure F classifications by negotiated agreement also are 
reviewed at this time. Those classificafiions and increases include: Depufiy Sheriff 14.03%; Deputy Sheriff. 
Trainee 4.03%; Investigator-District Attorney 3.04%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 3.04%; 
Investigator-Welfare 1=raud-Supervising 3.Q4%; Chisf Deputy Coroner 3,04%; and the e>ctra help only 
classifications of Assistant Deputy Sheriff 14.03%; Assistanfi Deputy Sheriff II 4.03%. 

for a Deputy Sheriff II, the most prevalent c[assificafiion filled, the Measure F increase would result in an 
approximate maximum annual base salary of $85,719, an increase of $3,318 over the existing top step salary 
of $82,400. 

The PCDSA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 1. 
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BOUNTY 
t?F 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Board of Supervisors 

Lori Walsh, Human Resources Director 

DATE: February 21, 2017 

Measure F, Qther Safety Classifications, and Sec 207 Oncreases far Calendar Year 2017 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Adopt an ordinance, introduced February 7, 2017, amending the un-codified Schedule of Classifications 
and Compensation Ordinance, implementing the required salaries for fhe ciassificafions covered by 
Measure F, and other law enforcement classifications, and confirming Board member. salaries under 
Section 207 of the Caunfy Charter. 

.~ 'i 

Measure F is a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in 1977. Measure F, codified irr Placer Counfiy Cotle § 
3.12:040 and its express terms, are mandatary. Measure F provides the required method for annually 
�G�H�W�H�U�U�U�y�L�Q�L�Q�J��and setting salaries fir specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F formula 
requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of posifiians, as 
listed, in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; {2} calculate the average maximum 
salaries for those three agencies; and #hen; (3) set the salary a~-the Placer County comp~rabl~ employees at > 
a level equal to the average maximum salary of the other three counties: The required average maximums. 
are used to set the salaries for the classifications of Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff, Captain, L.ietateriant, 
Sergeant; and Deputy Sheriff {I s effective the first full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no 
comparable class of position available and therefore the maximum salary is set ten percent below. the 
classifica~ian of Undersheriff per §3.12.040. Approximate percenf~ge increases by, classification are as 
follows: Undersheriff 5,20%; Assistanf Sheriff 5.20%; Captain 4.30%; Lieutenant 2.41%; Sergeant 3.67%; 
deputy Sheriff II 4.14%. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the classifications as described above, the salaries for classifications 
which are benchmarked and/or associated with Measure F classifications by negotiafied agreement also- are 
reviewed at this time. Those classifications and increases include: Depu#y Sheriff 14.14%; Deputy Sheriff 
Trainee 4.14%; Investigator-Qisfricf Attorney 3.67%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 3.67%; 
Investigator-Welfare Fraud-Supervising 3.67%; and the extra help only classifications of Assistant Deputy 
Sheriff 14.14%; Assis#ant Deputy Sheriff II 4,14%. The Chief Deputy Coroner salary increase is 16.70% due 
to a 2016 negotiated salary alignment with that of the Sergeant classification. 

Far a Deputy Sheriff II, the most prevalent classification filled, - the Measure F increase w~u(d result in an 
approximate maximum annual base-salary of $82,400, an increase of $3,275 over the existing tap step salary 
of $79,125. 

The PCDSA and the affected deparfiment heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 1, 

PLACERCOUNTY_00562 



~oara or auperv~sors Meeting —February 21, 2017 
Measure ~, Other Law Enforcement Classes, and Salaries Under See 207 

'' '~ ~ - - t ,. ~ ,, 

Effective January 1, 2015, Section 2a7 of the Placer County Charter v€as amended with eater approval do set 
and limit the salaries of the Board o~ supervisors membership. Codified in the Placer County Charter § 207, 
this amendment and its express terms are mandatory, The County is required to annually: (1) determine 
maximum salaries for the comparable classification in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3} set the 
salary of the Placer County comparable employees at a level that does not exceed the average maximum. 
salary of the o#her three counties. 

In applying the forrrrlula to set the wage for the members of the Board of Supervisors, the associated salary 
will be adjusted 3.64°Io fa a bi-weekly rate of $2,973.98, and an annualized salary of $77,323. 

The survey dafia collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 2. 

FISCAL. Illtll~A~T 

Measure F -The total cast impacf of base salaries far allocated positions for - the remainder of this fiscal year 
is approximately $511,374 ($1,313,460 annualized}, which fihe effected departments wil! be expected to 
absorb within 4heir current budgets. 

Sec 207 Salaries -The total inere~sed cost impacfi based upon base salaries far 5 allocated positions far the 
remainder of this fiscal year is approxim~teiy $6,204 ($15,880 annualized). 

~1'1`~C H M~i~T~ 

Attachm~nfi 1 — 2017 fVfe~sure F Salary purvey 
At#achment 2 — 2017 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Afitachment 3 —Ordinance 

cc:. D: Boesch,. County Executive Offiicer 
G. Garden, County Counsel 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Gon#roller 
S. Owens, Districfi Attorney 
E. Banner, Sheriff_ 
B. Ramirez, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
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COUNTY 
or 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Board of Supervisors 

Lori Walsh, Human Resources Director 

DATE: February 7, 2017 

Measure F, Other Safety Classifications, and Sec 207 Increases for Calendar Year 2017 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Introduce an ordinance amending the un-codified Schedule of Classifications and Compensation 
Ordinance, implementing the required salaries for the classifications covered by Measure F, and other law 
enforcement classifications, and confiirming Board member salaries under Section 207 of the County 
Charter, to be effec#ive February 4, 2017. Oral reading waived. 

-• -• - - 

Measure F is a local initiative sponsored by the Placer Coun#y Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer Gounty, effective in 1977. Measure F, codified in Placer Caunty Code § 
3.12.0 0 and its express terms, are mandatory. Measure F provides fhe required method far annually 
determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer Counfy. The Measure F formula 
requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, as 
listed, in fhe 3 surrounding counties, E{ Dorado, Nevada ar~d Sacramento; {2) calculate the average maximum 
s~Iaries for those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable employees at 
a level equal to the average maximum salary of the other three counties. The required average maximums 
are used to set the salaries for the classifications of Undersheriff, Assistant SherifF, Captain, Lieutenan#, 
Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff I1, effective the first full pay period in February. The Assistant Sheriff had no 
comparable class of position available and therefore the maximum ,salary is set ten percent below the 
.classification of Undersheriff per §3.12.040. Approximate percentage increases by classification are as 
follows: Undersheriff 5.20%; Assistant Sheriff 5.20%; Captain 4.3Q%; Lieutenant 2.41 %; Sergeant 3.67%; 
Deputy Sheriff II 4.14%. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the classifications as described above, the salaries far classifications 
which are benchmariced and/or associated with Measure F classifications by negotiated agreement also are 
reviewed at this time. Those classifications and increases include: Deputy SherifF 14.14%; Deputy Sheriff 
Trainee 4.14%; Investigator-District Attorney 3.67%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 3.67%; 
Investigator-Welfare Fraud-Supervising 3.67%; and the extra help only classifications of Assistant Deputy 
SherifF 14.14%; Assistant Deputy Sheriff II 4.14%. The Chief Deputy Coroner salary increase is 16.70% due 
to a 2016 negotiated salary alignment with that of the Sergeant classification. 

For a Deputy Sheriff II, the most prevalent classification filled, the Measure F increase would result in an 
approximate maximum annual base salary of $82,400, an increase of $3,275 over the existing top step salary 
of $79,125. 

The PCDSA and the affected depar#ment heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Attachment 1. _ _ ____ ___ ___ 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting —February 7, 2017 
Measure F, Other Law Enforcement Classes, and Salaries Under Sec 207 

• '~ r - - - ~ 

Effective January 1, 2015, Section 207 of the Placer County Charter was amended with voter appravai to sef 
and limit the salaries of the Board of Supervisors membership. Codified in the Placer County Charter § 207, 
this amendment and its express terms are mandatory. The Caunfy is required to annually: (1) determine 
maximum salaries for the comparable classification in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and 
Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for those three- agencies; and then, (3) set the 
salary of fihe Rlacer County comparable employees at a level that does not exceed the average maximum 
salary of fihe other three counties. 

In applying the formula #o set the wage for the members of the Board of Supervisors, the associated salary 
will be adjusted 3.64°10 to a bi-weekly rate of $2,973.98, and an annualized salary of $77,323. 

The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are atfached as Attachment 2. 

~:. • ~. 

Measure F -The total cost impact of base salaries far allocated positions far the remainder of this fiscal year 
is approximately $511,374 ($1,313,460 annualized}, which the affected departments will be expected to 
absorb wifhin their current budgets. 

See 207 Salaries -The ~otai increased cost impact based upon base salaries for 5 allocated positions for the 
remainder of this fiscal year is approximately $6,204 015,880 annualized). 

Attachnnenfi 1 -- 2017 Measure F Safary Survey 
Attachment 2 — 2017 Board of Supervisors Salary Survey 
Attachment 3 —Ordinance 

cc: D. Boesch, Caunfiy Executive Officer 
G. Carden, County Counsel 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Controller 
S. Owens, District Attorney 
E. Bonner, Sheriff 
~. Ramirez, Rlacer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 

2 
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To; Board of Supervisars 
from: David Boesch, County Executive Officer 

Nancy Nittler, Personnel birectc~r ~~t"`-~__ 
Date: February ~, 2~~4 
Subject: Salary Encreases - M~asur~ ~ far Covered Safety Giassifrcations 

~~TIC}N F~EQUESTE~: 
Approve the ordinance implementing the required saiar+es for the classifications covered by Measure F, and 
Qther associated law enforcement classifications as presented in the attached ordinance to be effective 
February 8, 2t~14. The total cost impact of approximately $211,75Q for the remainder of the fiscal year is 
provided for in the currenf budget. 

II+lFORMATION BACKGRl7U1~D: 
l~tl~asure F was a local initiative sponsored by the Placer Cflunty Deputy Sheriff's Association {F'CDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in 1977. Measure F, cadifi~cE in Placer County Code § 
3.12.040 {Appendix A) and its express farms, are mandatory. Measure F provides the required method for 
annually determining and setting salar~~s for specified peace Officer classes in Placer Caunty. The t~/leasure F 
formula requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of position, 
as listed, in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Darado, Nevada and Sacramen#cs; (2) calculate the average 
ma~cimum salaries for those three agencies; ar~d then, {3) sit the salary of the Placer Counfy cam~~rable 
employees at a level aqua! to the average maximum salary 4f the other three counties. The required average 
maximums are used to set the salaries for the classifications of Undarsheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, 
and Deputy Sheri I~, effective the first full pay period in February. approximate percentage increases by 
classification are as follows: Undersi~eriff 01.55%; Captain 1.74°l0; Lieutenant 1.75%; Sergeant 1.79%; 
Deputy Sheriff 13 2.09%, Deputy Sheriff t 2.09°~0; Deputy Sheriff Trainee 2.09%; Investigator-District Attorney 
1.79%; Investigator-Welfare Fraud/Child Support 9.79%; Irtvestig~tor-Welfare Fraud-Supen~ising 1.79%; 
Assistant Sheriff 0.55%; Chief Deputy Coroner x.05%; and the e ra help only classifications of Assistant 
Deputy Sherrill f 2.09%; Assistant beputy Sheriff !1 2.09%. For a E7eputy Sher~fF II, fh~ mast prevalent 
dass~cation filled, the Measure F increase would result in ~n approximate annual base salary of 75,67t~, an 
increase crf $1,545 aver the existing tap step salary of $74,125. The survey data collected and resulting salary 
increases are attached as Appendix B. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of the Sheriff's Deparfm~nf classifications as described above, the salaries 
for other c(ass~c~tians including: the District Attgmey Investigator series, Investigator -Welfare Fraud series, 
and Chief Deputy Coroner are set through the PCOSA collective bargaining prgcess. Therefore, as part of the 
negotiated PCDSA Memprar~dum of Understanding (MOU) the classification of District Attorney Investigator will 
receive a salary set at 5% above the base pay of the Sergeant classification; and the Chief Deputy ('Droner will 
receive a salary set at 7.5°lo above the bass pay of the Deputy Sheriff 11, efiFective February 8, 2014. 

The Personnel Department is assessing the impact of the implementation of the salary changes associated 
with Measure ~ as it relates #o the supervising classifications in the DA Investigation Unit. 

The PCOSA and the affected department heads have been advised ~f the salary adjustments ~s presented. 

FlBGA~ IMf~ACT: 
The total cost impact based upon base salaries for allocated position$ for the remainder of this fiscal year, as 
shown in Appendix C, is approximately $211,750 {$62 ,575 annualized}, which the affec#ed departments will 
be expected to absorb within their current budgets. 

Cc: H. Heinzen, Assistant County Executive afPicer S. Dwens, DistrictAttomey 
T. Leonard, Principal ManegementAnalyst E .Bonner, Sheaff 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Controller G. Lew, Ptacer County pepufy Sheriffs Association 
J. FogaRy, Auditor's Office —Payroll Division J. Brown, Director, Health and Numan Services 
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IV~easure F provides: 

3.12.04a Salaries--Placer Gounty sheriff's ordinance initiative. 
A. The board of supervisors shaft, a# (east annually, determine the existing maximum salaries 

for fhe Nevada County sheriff's office; EI Dorado County sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriff's 
office for each class of position employ said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 7977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the bard of 
supervisors shall, during the man#h of January, determine the average salary for each class of pflsitian as 
yet forth herein, and beginning the first period following January shall fix the average salary for each class 
of position tt~e Placar Coun#y sheriffs office at a level equal to tY~e average of the salary for the comparable 
pasitiQns in the Nevada County sheriff's office, E! Darada County sheriff's office and the Sacramento 
County sheriff's office. 

C. As used herein the term "comp~r~bfe class of ppsition" shall mean a group of positions 
substantially simiEar with respect to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using fie fallowing positions as 
guidelines: 

1. Undersheriff, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, deputy, lieutee~ant. 
I?. The ~arovisi~ns of this chapter shall prevail over any otherwise can#licting provisions which 

may relate to salaries of county ~mplay~es or officers who are elected _by popular cote. (Prior cods 
14.30fl5} 
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'Co: Board of Supervisar~ 
dram: David Boesch, County ExecufiVe Officer 

Nancy Nittler, Personnel Dirccfor- ,., 
Date: February 5, 2013 
subject: Salary Increases - Measure F for Covered Safety Classifications 

4~.ECCZNfNiEt~D~,TIQht: 
Request approval of the ordinance implementing the required salaries for the classifications covered by 
Measure F, and other associated law enforcement classifications as presented in the attached ordinance to be 
affective February 9, 2013. Appraxirnate percentage increases by classification ire as follows: Undersheriff 
.~4%; Captain 1.2C}%; Zieut~nanf 1.19%; Sergeanf 2.87°la; Deputy Sheriff 11 2.33%, De~auty Sheriff 12.33°/a; 
Deputy Sheriff Trainee 2.33°Jo; Investigator-ais~rict Attorney 2.87°/a; lnvesfigator-Welfare Fraud/Cfi~ild 
Support 2.87°Io; Investigator Welfare Fraud-Supervising 2.87%, Assistant Sheriff .~4°l0 thief Deputy 
Coroner 2.~3°l0 

INFORl~ATtC}tV B~GKGROUhID: 
Measure F was a focal initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association {P~DSR) and 
p~ss~d by the voters ~f Placer County, effective in '(977. Measure F, codified in Placer County Code § 
3.12.04D (Appendix A) and its express #errrts, are mandatory. Measure F provides the required method for 
~nnta~lly determining and se#ting salaries fi r specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F 
formula requires the County to annually: {1} determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, 
as listed, in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada ~n~ Sacramento; (2) calculate the average 
maximum saiaries for those three agencies; and thin, {3} set the salary ~f the Placer County com~~r~ble 
employees at a l~vei equal to the average maximum salary of the rather three counties_ T'Y~e average 
rriaxirnums are required to be used to 'set the salaries for the classifications of t3ndersheriff, Captain, 
Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff II, effective the firsfi full pay ~eriad in February. The survey data 
collected and resulting salary increases ire att~chet~ as Appendix B. For a deputy Sheriff 16, our most 
populous eiass, the Measure F increase would result in an approximate annual base salary of $74,1 4, an 
increase of X1,680 over the existing top salary of $~2,44~. 

While Measure F sets the salaries of fi he Sheriff's D~parkment classifications as described above, the salaries 
for o#her classif~cafit~ns including: the District Attorney lnv~stigator series, Invesfigafor ~ Welfare Fraud series, 
and Chief Deputy coroner are set through the PCDSA collective bargaining process. Therefore, as part of tie 
negotiated PCDSA Memorandum of Understanding (NiOU) the classification of District Attorney Investigator will 
receive a salary set at 5% above the base pay of the sergeant classification; and the chief Deputy coroner will 
r~c~ive a sa{ary set at 7.5°/a above the base pay of the Deputy Sheriff !I, effective February 9, 2013. 

The Personnel Department is assessing the impact of the implementation of the salary changes associated 
with M~~sure ~ as it relates to the supervising classifications in the DA [nvestigation Unit. 

The PGDSA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

FISCAL IMP~GT: 
The fiotal cost i~npacf based upon base salaries far a!locafed positions for the rerr~ainder of t3~is fiscal year, as 
shown in Appendix C, is approximately $2p3,$30 ($673,161 annualized), which the affected departments will 
be expectsd to absorb within their current budgets. 

Cc N. Heinzen, Assistant County Executive Officer S Owens, District Attorney 
T. Leonard, Principal Mana~ementAnalyst E .Bonnet, Sheriff 
A. Sisk, Auditor-Controller N. Tavares, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
J. Fogarty, Audi#or's Qffice — Payrpll DiviS~nn R. Hurton, Dire~ar, Health and Human Services 
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N~easure F provides: 

3.12.040 Salaries,-Placer noun#y sYrerif~'s ordinance initiafive. 
A. The bard of supervisors shall, at lest annually, determine the existing maximum saEaries 

for the Nevada County sheriff's office, ~1 Dorado County sheriff's t~ffice and Sacramento County sheriff's 
office for each class of posifian employ said ag~nci~es. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the monfh of January, determine the average salary for each class of pasifion as 
sit forth herein, and beginning the first period following January shaif fx the average salary for each class 
of position the Pacer C~unfy sheriff's office at a level equal to the average of the salary For the cvmparab{e 
positions in the Nevada County sheriff's office, EI Dorada County sheriCfi's office and the Sacramento 
County sheriff's office. 

~. As used herein the term "comp~rabi~ class of position" shall mean a group of pasitians 
substantially sirnifar with respect to qualifications ar duties or responsibilities using the following positions as 
guidelines: 

3. Undersh~riff, inspe~tar, corporal, captain, ~ergean~, depufy, lieutenant. 
D. The provisions of this chapter shill prevail over any ofhezu+ise canflicti~g provisions which 

may relate to salaries of county employees trr officers who are elected by pppular voke. (i'rior code ~ 
14.3t1+J5} 

~~b 
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'Fo: Board of Supervisors 
Fram: Thomas Miller, County Executive O~cer 

Nancy Ni#tler, Personnei Direc#or r~~ 
Date: February 14, 2012 
Subject: Salary Increases - Measure F for Covered Safety Classifications 

RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that your Board approve the aftached ordinance implementing the required salaries for the 
classifications covered by Measure F and other associated law enforcement classifications, as presented in the 
aftached ordinance to be effective February 11, 2012. Percentage increases by classification are as foliows: 
Captain .58%; Lieutenant .59%; Sergeant 3.1~%; Chief Deputy Coroner 3.16%, Deputy Sheriff !I 3.16%, 
Deputy Sheriff 13.16%; Investigator 3.15%; Supervising Investigator Welfare Fraud 3.15%, Inves#igator 
Welfare Fraud 3.15°fo. 

INFt)RMATION ~ BACKGROUND: 
Measure F was a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association {PCDSA) and 
passed by tha vofers of Placer County, effective in 1977. Measure F, codified in Piacer County Code § 
3.12.040 (Appendix A) and i#s express terms, are mandatory. Measure F provides the required method for 
annually determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F 
formula requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of pflsitions, 
as listed, in the 3 surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; {2) calculate the average 
�y�Q�D�[�L�P�X�P��salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable 
employees at a level equal to the average maximum salary of the other three counties. The average 
maximums are required to be used to set the salaries far the classifications. of Undersheriff, Captain, 
Lieu#enant, Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff I1, effective the first full pay period in February. The survey data 
collected and resulting salary increases are attached as Appendix B. For a Deputy Sheriff II, our most 
populous class, the Measure F increase would result in an approximate annual base salary of $72,444, an 
increase of $2,220 over the existing top salary of $70,224. The classes of Undersheriff and Assistanf Sheriff are 
paid the same as the three county average, therefiore no charge in salary is required. 

While Measure F sefs the salaries of the Sheriff's Department classifications as described above, the salaries 
for other classifications including: the District Attorney Investigator series, Investigator -Welfare Fraud series, 
and Chief Deputy Coroner are set through the PCDSA colfecfive bargaining process. Therefore, as part of the 
negotiated PCDSA Memorandum of Understanding (M(JU} the classification of District Attorney Investigator will 
receive a salary set at 5% above the base pay of the Sergeant classification; and the Chief Deputy Coroner will 
receive a salary set at 7.5% above the base pay of fihe Deputy Sheriff II, effective February 11, 2012. 

The Personnel Department is assessing the impact of the implementation of the salary changes associated 
with Measure F as it relates to the supervising classi~ca#ions in the DA Investigation Unit. 

The PCDSA and the affected department heads have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
The total cost impact based upon base salaries for allocated positions for tine remainder of this fiscal year, as 
shown in Appendix C, is approximately $234,247 ($800,331 annualized), which the affected departments will 
be expected fo absorb within their current budgets. 

__ __ ____ 
Cc: H. Heinzen, Assistant County Executive Officer S. Owens, District Attorney 

T. Leonard, Principal Management Analyst E .Bonner, Sheriff 
K. Martinis, Auditor-Controller N. Tavares, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
J. Fogarty, Auditors Office —Payroll Division R. Burton, Director, Health and Human Services 

~~ 
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Measure F provides: 

3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiative. 
A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine the existing maximum salaries 

for the Nevada County sheriff's office, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriff's 
office for each class of position employ said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of position as 
set forth herein, and beginning the first period following .3anuary sha11 fix the average salary for each class 
of position the Placer County sheriff's office at a level equal to the average of the �V�D�y�D�U�\��for the comparable 
positions in the Nevada County sheriff's office, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and the Sacramento 
County sheriff's office. 

C. As used herein the term "comparable class of position" shal{ mean a group of positions 
substantially similar with respecfi to qualifications ar duties or responsibilities using the following positions as 
guidelines: 

1. Undersheriff, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, deputy, lieutenant. 
D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail aver any otherwise conflicting provisions which 

may relate to salaries of county employees or officers who are elected by popular vote. (Prior code § 
74.3Q05) 

1 
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To: Board of Supervisors 
From; Thomas Miller, County Executive Officer 

Nancy Nittler, Personnel Director ~.~N 
Date: February 8, 2D1 ~ 
Subject: Salary Increases - Measure F and Other Safety Classifications 

RECOMMENDATION: 
tt is recommended that your Board approve the attached ordinance implementing the required salaries for the 
classifications covered by Measure F and other associated (aw enforcement classifications, as presented in 
the attached ordinance to be effective February 12, 2011, Percentage increases by classification are as 
follows: llndersheriff 2.53%; Assistant Sheriff 2.53%; Captain 2.82%; Lieutenant 2.80%; Sergeant 3.79°l0; 
Chief Deputy Coroner 3.83%, Deputy Sheriff 1 3.83%, Deputy Sheriff II 3.83%; Investigator 3.79°l0; 
Supervising Investigator Welfare Fraud 3.79%, Investigator Welfare Fraud 3.79%. 

tt~FORMI~TIOt~ ~ BACKGROUN[?: 
Measure F was a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Assaciafiion (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer Counfiy, effective in 1977. Measure F, codified in Placer Gounty Code § 
3.12.040 (Appendix A) and its express terms, are mandatory. Measure F provides the required method #or 
annual{y determining and setting salaries far specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Measure F 
formula is to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, as listed, in the 3 
surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2) calculate the average maximum salaries for 
those three agencies; and then, {3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable employees at a level equal 
tcs the average maximum salary of the other three counties. The average maximums are required to be used 
tca set the salaries for the classifications of Undersheriff, Captain,. Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff II, 
effective the first full pay period in February. The survey data collected and resulting salary increases are 
attached as Appendix B. For a Deputy Sheriff !I, our most populous class, the Measure F increase would 
result in an approximate annuat base salary of $87,632, an increase of $1,884 over the axis#ing top salary of 
$65,748. 

While Measure F Sets the salaries of the Sheriff's Department classifications as described above, the salaries 
for other classifications including: the Districf Attorney Investigator series, Investigator -Welfare Fraud series, 
and Chief Deputy Coroner are set through the PCDSA collective bargaining process. Therefore, as part of the 
negotiatec4 PCDSA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU} the classification of District Attorney Investigator 
will receive a salary set at 5% above the base pay of the Sergeant classification; and the Chief Deputy 
Coroner will receive a salary set at 7.5% above the base pay of the Deputy Sheriff II, effective February 12, 
2011. 

The PCDSA and the Sheriff have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

FISCAL IMPI~CT: 
The total cast impact based upon base salaries for allocated positions for the remainder ~f this fisca6 year, as 
shown en Appendix C, is approxirnafefy $334,397 ($89~,OQ2 annualized), which the affected departments will 
be expec#ed to absorb within their current budgets. 

cc: 
Ft. Heinzen, Assistant County F~cecutive Officer S. Owens, District Attorney 
T. Leonard, Principal Management Anatyst E . Bonnsr, Sheriff 
K. AAartinez, Auditor-Controller J. Tindall, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
J. Fogarty, Auditor's Office —Payroll Division R. Burton, Director, Health and Human Services ~~~ 
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Nfeasure F provides: 

3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiative. 
A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine the existing maximum salaries 

for the Nevada County sheriff's office, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriff's 
office for each class of position employ said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the mon#h of January, determine the average salary for each class of position as 
set forth herein, and beginning the first period following January shall fix the average salary for each class 
of positian the Placer County sheriff's office at a level equal to the average of the salary far the comparable 
positions in the Nevada County sheriff's once, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and the Sacramento 
County sheriff's office. 

C. As used herein the term "comparable class of position" shall mean a group of positions 
substantially similar wi#h respect to quaiificafians or duties or responsibilities using the fallowing positions as 
guidelines: 

1. Undersheriff, inspec~ar, corparal, captain, sergeant, deputy, lieutenant. 
Q. The provisions of this chapter shat{ prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions which 

may relate to salaries of county employees or officers wha are elected by popular vote. (Friar code § 
14.3005) 

r 
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To: Board of Supervisors 
From: Nancy Nittler, Personnel Direcfor 

Thomas Miller, County Executive Officer 
Late; February 10, 2009 
subject: Salary Increases - Proposition F and Other Safety Classifications 

�L���(�&�2�0�0�(�1�'�$�y�7�,�2�1����
It is recommended that your Board approve the attached ordinance implementing the required salaries for the 
classifications covered by Proposition F and other associated law enforcement classifications, as presented in 
the attached ordinance to be effective February 13, 2009, at 5:01 p.m. Percentage increases by classification 
are as follows: Undersheriff 7.33%; Assistant Sheriff 7.33%; Captain 5.58°l0; Lieutenant 5.73%; Sergeant 
6.30%; Chief Deputy Coroner 6.30%, Deputy Sheriff 16.33°Io, Deputy Sheriff 11 6.31 °lo; Investigator 6.29%; 
Supervising 8nvestigator Welfare Fraud 6.29%, Investigator Welfare Fraud 629%. 

INFORMATIQN BACKGF~C~UND: 
Proposition F was a local initiative sponsored by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) and 
passed by the voters of Placer County, effective in 1977. Proposition F, codified in Placer County Code § 
3.12.040 (Appendix A) and its express terms, are mandafiory. Proposition F provides the required method for 
annually determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer County. The Proposition 
F fiormula is to annually: {1) determine maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions, as listed, in the 3 
surrounding counties, EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2} calculate the average salaries for those three 
agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the Placer County comparable employees at a level equal to the 
average salary of the other three counties. The averages are required to be used to set the salaries for the 
classifications of Undersheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff II, effective the first full pay 
period in February. The survey data collected from the EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento counties is 
attached as Appendix B. For a Deputy Sheriff I1, our most populous class, the Proposition F increase would 
result in an approximate annual base salary of $65,748, an increase of $3,900 over the existing tap salary of 
$61,848. 

While Proposition ~ sets the salaries of the Sheriff's Department classifications as described above, the 
salaries for other classifications including: D.A. Investigator series, investigator -Welfare Fraud series, 
Assistant Sheriff, and Chief Deputy Coroner are set through the PCDSA collective bargaining process. 
Therefore, as part of the negotiated PCDSA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) the classification of D.A. 
Investigator will receive a salary set at 5% above the base pay of the Sergeant classification; the Assistant 
Sheriff will receive a salary set at 10% below the base pay of the Undersheriff; and the Chief Deputy Coroner 
will receive a salary set at 7.5% above the base pay of the Deputy Sheriff II, effective 5:0~ pm, February 13, 
2009. 

The PCDSA and the Sheriff have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
The total cost impact for the remainder of this fiscal year, as shown in Appendix C, is approximately $569,135 
($1,64,342 annualized), which the affected departments will be expected to absorb within their current 
budgets. 

. •- ~ 

cc: R. Colwell, Chief Assistant County Executive Officer E. Bonner, Sheriff 
M. Boyle, Assistant County Executive Officer B. Fenocchio, DistrictAttomey 
T. Leonard, Principal Management Analyst J. Tindall, Placer County Deputy SherifFs Assoaation 
J. Fogarty, AuditoPs Office -Payroll Division R. Burton, Director, H HS 
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Proposition F provides: 

3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriff's ardinance initiative. 
A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine the existing maximum salaries 

for the Nevada County sherifF's office, Ei Dorado County sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriff's 
office for each class of position employ said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of position as 
set forth herein, and beginning the first period following January shall fix the average salary for each class 
of position the Placer County sheriff's office at a level equal to the average of the salary for the comparable 
positions in the Nevada County sheriff's office, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and the Sacramento 
County sheriff's office. 

C. As used herein the term "comparable class of position" shall mean a group of positions 
substantially similar with respect to qualifiications or duties or responsibilities using the following positions as 
guidelines: 

1. Undersheriff, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, deputy, lieutenant. 
D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions which 

may relate to salaries of county employees or officers who are elected by popular vote. (Prior code § 
14.3005) 
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..,~A E~c~ard of ~u~~r~isar~ 
Tt~orn~s t~il~er, ~~unty~ ~xe~~kiu~ C~ffic~r 
~lan~~ littler, P~rsc~r~nei ~ir~~tc~r~ 
H~e~y D~h~h~n, ~~ni~r F'er~onnef ~r~afyst 
February ~, ~0~7 
~alar~+ Increases ~ Prc~pgsitior~ ~ and Other safety ~la~sifi~ati~ns 

~EC[31'~t~f ~I~C}~TI4~1 
Iz is recommended that yc~~ar Bo~r~ app~ov~~e the ~rciir~anc~s irnpl~m~nting the re~quir~d sal~ri~s fir tl~~ 
cl~ssifi~~tir~ns ct~verr~d by Prt~pt~sttion F end t~fh~er ~s~oci~ted I~w ~nfidre~m~n~ cl~ssifi~~ticrns, 2~s ~r~sente~f in 
the ~tt~~hed ortlfnar~ce tQ be effective ~~;bru~ry ~, 2G~17, ~t 5:t21 p.m. 

It~Ft~f~F~TI ~! dg tCG~t~[JNp: 
Prc~positior~ F v~r~s ~ Ic~~~l initi~tiv~ spt~r~st~r~~l by t~~ pl~~~r ~r~unty Deputy S#~~ri~f'~ .,~ssr~~i~ti~n {R~d~A~ and 
p~ss~d kry the voters +~f Pf per County', ~ff~~tive in 1977. Rrc~p~asition F. ~t~tfified its Pl~c.~r Ct~unty ~c~d~ 
3.12-t~4t3 ~Ap~endix A~ ~t~d its ex~ares~ terms. ~r~ m~nd~tvey_ Prt~positi~n F ~rc~uic~~s the required me#hid ft~r 
ar~nuaEly d~t~rmini~g and ~~tting salaries fc~r sp~cifi~c~ peace offer ck~s~e~ in Placer Gour~t~. T~~ 
~'rap+~sitit~n F farmu(~ is to ~nnu~lly: ~~) tietermir~~ maximum sel~ries fc~r ~omp~r~bl~ ~~~ss~~ cif pvsific~ns, ~s 
fisfe~, in the ~ surr+~unding eounti~s, ~i C~~r~dt~, I~~~+~d~ and ~~cram~nt~; (2) calc~l~t~ tt~e ~~rer~g~ ~~lari~s 
for those three at~en~ie~; anti then, (~) sit the s~~lary of the Placer C~it~n~y cflmp rabf~ empl[~y+~es at a I~~v~! 
dual to tF~~ ~verag~ s~{ary of ~h~ other thr~ caur~ti~~. TF~~ averages ire required to be used t~ sit t~t~ 
~s~€ari~~ fr~r tine classifications of Un~iersh~riff. ~ssi~t~nt ~herif~, Captain, ~ieuten~rrt, ~~rge~nf, hi~f D~pufy 
~or~~er; and ~ep~t~ sheriff I1, ~ffecCiue the fiat full pay period €n F~t~rua~=. 1"h~~ s~rv~y c~at~ ct~ll~cted frt~m 
the EI [}arad~t. Nev~d~ and ~cr~mento caunties is ~tf~ched ~~ Ap~er~di~ ~ ancf r~pr~esents ~n avera~~ 
ir~~re~s~e ~f ~,~18°r~. Far a deputy Sheriff II, our mast pc~pul~us class, tt~e F~rc~pQsitic~n F i~rcrea~~ wa~uld r~~~9k 
in ari ~sr~rival b~s~ ~al~ry ~f $59,376, ~n incr~~se t~f ~2,?~~ aver the existing tap salary of $5~,5~6fl~. 

V~hile Propositi~an F s~~s the s~l~ei~s t~f the Sh~riff'~ Q~p~rtm~nt ~I~ssific~iiori~ ~s de~~rib~d ~~c~ve, the 
~aF~ries fc~r cath~r ~Iassi~FiGatiQns repressnte~ by the P~DSA, Deputy ~r~b~fit~r~ C}ffi~er series. C~.,~, Investig~tt~r 
~eri~s end In~esti~a#ar -Welfare F~~u~ are de#~rrnin~d fhr~ugh the PCDSA callective bargaining process end 
ttter~fore are r~~a~ ~eterrr3inect by tY~e Prtspersiti~n ~ r~quir~ments. H~wev~r, as pert ~f t~~ r~~g~ti~t~d FCD~~t 
AJlernarar~dum ofi l~nder~tanding (MC~r~~ i# way agreed that the classifiG~~ian cif C).A. Investigator vuould be paid 
a salary set at 5°/8 at~c~v~ tt~~ base pay ~f the St~~riff's Sergeant ~lassrficati+~n. With the Pra~asitior~ F im~a~c4 
~sn the Sheriff's Sergear+t, the Q.A, {nue~tigattar wQulc~ reC~ive a ~orresp~ndin 7.07°/4 inCr~ase ~ffeCtive ~:{3~ 
gym, February ~, 2007. 

The PCaSA and the ~heri~f h~v~ b~~n advised ~af tf~~ ~~lar~ ~~justment~ ~s pr~~~nted_ 

FI~C:~~ IMFAGT: 
Tate +~~'er~il weighted auer~ge increase far ~I~sses ~~f'ected by Proposition F i~ 5. 18°!a ThE t~at~l cast impact 
ft~~ the C~tr4~iC~de~ c~# this fi~c~l y~~r, a~ sh~uti+~n in Appendix C, is a~prc~xim~fe{y !~49~'5.053 fos s~3tar~~~ end 
associated benefit posts {$~,27€,7~7 annualiz~ti~. C1ep~rtrnents were r~quest~d t~ bu~ig~t tote funding fc~r the 
an#icipated in~re~ses in their 2Q06-~D7 budg~fs. 

4~ f~. Colwell. ~hiei Assistant County Executive Off~r~r 
Ml. Bc7y~~, Assistant G4un(y Ex6GUl~~ ~4~/ E. Bonnet, St~riff 
7 Leonard, Pnn~,~pal lJianagement~kna4yst B, ~enaeel~ia, DistcictAttorney 
J Fogarty, Managing Aecauntant Auditor J Tirtd~l~, @lacer Courtly D~2puty Sheriffs Association 
S. Pece~r. ~h~F Prop~4gn ~fffj~f R. Burton, HH~ puectar 
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'~' its ~ ~ ~ •, 

3.12.C}~CS S~karie~=~F~laeer ~Caur~t~+ sheriff's ~rriinanc~ initiati~ae. 
A. The bard of super~ris~ors shall, a~ lust annually, d~terrnine the existing m~ximut~ s~l~ri~~ 

~c~r fh~ t~eua~a Gounty ~h~rif#'s ~i~ice. E~ Qc~rado bounty sheriff's office any# Sacramento ~~unty sheriff's 
o1~ic~ far each Mass cif ~c~sitic~n employ said ~g~ncies. 

B, Effective ,l~nuary ~, 1X77, end effective .~~nuary 1st of ~a~h year thereafter the tan~rd of 
supervisors sh~id, during the month of Jan~ar~, determine the avera~~ salary fir each class Qf position ~s 
Sit fc~r#h h~r$irt, and b~gir~nin~ Ehe first p+~riod fallowing January+ shaiE fix tf~e average salary for each c6ass 
of ps~sitic~n the Pl~~er G~aunty sh~riff'~ ~offic~ ~t ~ I~rrei equal #o the a~rer~~~ cif the s~l~ry far the campar~~l 
pc~s{tit~ns in t~~ Nev~d~ County sh~ri~'s t~ffi~~, I p~rada ~o~nty sh~rif~'s t~ffi~~ anti the S~~r~mertt~ 
Caut~ty ~h~riff's t~ffi~e, 

C. ~~ used herein the t~err~t "~Gc~Cr~p~r~t~l~ class Qf pr~sitir~n" shall rn~~n ~ grt~up caf ~c~sitic~n~ 
subs#~rrtially sinnil~r vaitt~ r~spe~t to qu~lifi~~tic~n~ r~r ti~ties ter r~spr~n~ibilifie~ u~i~g the follrsuvi~rg ~csiti~ns ~~ 
guidefir~es: 

1 _ l~ndersheri~f. ir~s~~ctcar, c~rp~ral, ~~~t in, s~r~~~nt, d~~ut~, lieut~r~ant, 
Q. ~'h~ prt~vi~~r~t~s ~f this ~~a~t t ~h 11 pr~W~il ever ~r~~+ t~therwise ~~nflicti~ p~c~visit~r~5 which 

may r~lat~ 4~ salaries ~f county ~rrfplc~y~~~s ar officers rho ~r~ ~leGt~cf b~ po~ul~r v~fe. ~Priat ~c~de ~ 
14.3~10~} 

PLACERCOUNTY 00312 
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To: ward of Supervisors 
Fram: Nancy Niftier, Personnel Director 

Thomas NPilfer, County Executive Officer 
By: Karen ~/lsyer, SeniorRdmini~trative Services Officer !~,•~ n~t~ 
Date: February 7, 2006 
Subject: Salary increases - Proposition F and Other Safet}r Classificatians 

ECQMI~AERtn~Ti6N: 
It is recommended fihat year Beard approve the ordinances implementing salaries for the classifications 
covered by Proposition F and other associa#ed laver enforcemen# classifications, as presented in the attached 
ordinance tc~ be effective February ~, 200C, at 5:01 p.m. 

EI°°~tFC#RMaTEOf~ + ~~~KGFiQUC,ID: 
Proposition F was ~ local initiative sponsored by fih~ Placer Goun#y Deptaty Sheriff's Rssociation (PGdSA} and 
passed by the voters of P3acer Comfy, effective 1977. F~roposition F, csadified in Placer Couni~ Code § 
3.12.040 (Appendix A) ar~d its express terms, are mandatory. �3�U�R�S�R�V�L�W�L�R�U�y��F provides fihe required method far 
annuaf3y determining end setEing salaries for specified peace officer classes in Placer Caurrty. Thy 
Proposition F farrnu(a is to annually: (1} determine maximum sai~~ies for comparable classes of ~ositians, as 
listed, in t}~e 3 surrounding counties, EP Docada, ~leuac~a and S~cramenta; (2) calculate the av~r~ge salaries 
for those three agencies; and then, (3) sefi the a~r~rag~: salary afi the Places County corr~par~ble employees ~t 
a I~vel equal to the auerag~ salary ~f the other three caunti~s. The ~ver2~ges are used to set the salaries fog 
the iawr enforcement c(~s~ifications ofi Llndersherififi, C~pt~in, Lieutenant, sergeant, ~rtd C~epc~ty sheriff II and 
are effective the first fold pay period ire February. The survey ciat~ col6ect~d from the E! ~t~rado, !Nevada and 
Sacrarnent~ counties is attached as Appendix B. 

Whip Propasitian F sets the salaries of the Sheriff"s Department classifications as described above, the 
salaries for other classifications represented bar the PCDSA: Deputy Probation Qfficer series, D.A. Investigator 
series and Investigator -Welfare Fraud are part of the regular PCD~A negt~tiatiort process. Therefor, as parfi 
of the negotiated PCDSA Memarandum of Understanding (MOU) the classificatiar~ of €~.A. investigator wil€ 
receive a salary increase, set at 5°lg above the base pay of the Sergeant classification, effective 5:a1 pm, 
February 3, 2Q06. Also negatiafed was a base salary increase of 5°lo for the classifications of Deputy 
Probation Officer UlI, Seniar and Supervising, effective 5:01 pm, February 3, 2406. 

The PCDSA has been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

FISCAL tMP~4~Tr 
The total cost impac# for the remainder of this fiscal year, as shown in Appendix C, is approximately $60,157 
{~1,91~,676 annualized), which the affected departr-nents will be expected to absorb within their current 
budgets. Attached is the appropriate ordinance irYrplementing the salary increases for the law enfarcement 
classifications as required. 

cc, R. CoMrell, Chief Assistant County Executive Officer 
An. Boyle, Assistant County Executive Officer E. Banner, Sheriff 
T. Leonard, Principal Management Analyst B.. Fenocchio, District Attorney 
L. Yoshida, Auditor's Qffice -Payroll Division R. PadiNa, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
F. Morawcznski, Chief Probation Officer R. Burton, Director, HNS 

PLACERCOUNTY_00068 



1~Pi~~h~[?t~ ~ 

Propositian ~ provides; 

3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiative. 
A. l'he board of supervisors shall, of least annually, determine the existing m~ximt~m salaries 

for the ~levada Caunty sheriff's ofFic~, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriff's 
office for each class of pasition employ said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, end effective Januaey 1sf of each year #hereafter tie board of 
supervisors sh~11, during the month o~ January, clefermine the average saiar}r for each class of position as 
set forth herein, end beginning the first period fnNowing January shah fix the average salary for each class 
of pasition the Placer Go~ant~ sheriff's office at ~ I~ve! equal to the average of the salary fcsr the comparabi~ 
positions in the Nevada Gounty sheriff's affic~, Ed Dorade~ Cc~unt~ sheri~f"~ office and the Sacramento 
Counfy sheriffs ~~ce. 

C. As used herein the term "CdtTIK3~C~~I@ CI~BS Of ~30Sf~f0(t" shill mein a group of positions 
substantially similar ~+ith resp~cf to qu~lific~tions or duties or res#~onsibilit~~s using the fallowing positions as 
gui~efines: 

1. Undersheriff, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, deputy, li~uten~nfi. 
D. The provisions of this chapter sh~l! pr~v~il over any otherwise conflicting previsions which 

may re(~fe to salaries of county erreplayees or o cers whc~ ire effected by popular uote. (Friar cads § 
9 4.3045} 

PLACERCOUNTY_00069 



Tc~: Board of Supervisors 
from: fVancy Ni#tier, Personnel Director 
By: Kathy Hassell, Personnel Analyst fl 
~~fe: February 8, 2005 

ubj~ct: Salary Increases -Proposition F 

R~GC3MMENDA,TIA~l: 
It is recommended that your Board approve fhe salaries for the classifications covered by Propasitior~ F 
and athar associated law enforcement classifrc~tians, as presented in fhe attached ordinance to be 
eFfective February 4, 2005, at 5:01 p.m. 

tNFQRiVJATtCJI~ ~ l~A~~CGRUP~~: 
Proposition F was a Pocal initdative sponsored by the Pincer County Deputy Sheriff's Association 
(PGDS/~) and p~~sed by the uoter~ of Placer County, effecfiiue in 1977. Proposition l~, codified in 
Placer Courriy Code ~ 3.12.040 (Attachment A} end ids express terms, are mandatory. Proposition F 
pravides the required mefh~d for ~nnualiy~ determining and setting salaries far specified p~ac~ afficer 
classes in Placer Gounty. 

The Propositian F formula anroually determines: (7) maximum salaries fnr compar~bie classes of 
positions, as listed, in fihe 3 ~urrnunding counties, Saeramenfa, EC f~arado and ~levada, (2) the average 
salaries for those 3 agencies; end (3) sets the average s~i~ry of the Placer Gounty comparable 
employees a~ a level equal to the average salary ~f the other 3 counties. Thy averages are used to set 
the sai~ries tar the levy enforcement classifications of llndersheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, and 
Deputy SherifF CE and are effective the first fill pay period in February. The survey data collected from 
the Nevada, EI Dorado and Sacramento counties is attached as Appendix E3. 

While Preposition F sets the s~larie~ of the Sherif#'s Dep~rtmenf classificafion~ as described above, 
the salaries for other c(assific~tions represented by the PCaSA: Deputy Probation {~~cers, District 
Attorney Investigators and Investigators - 1Nelfare Freud are part of the regular PCDSA negotia#ion 
process. As part cif the recently negotiated PGDSA ftl~emor~ndum of Understanding {Mt~U) the 
Investigator classifications will receive a salary increase, set at 5°!a above the base pay o€the Sergeant 
classification, effective 5:01 pm, ~ebru~ry A, 2005. AIsQ negotiated was a salary increase of 5% of 
base pay for the classifications of Deputy Probation officer Trainee, Deputy Probation Officer I/li and 
Sr. Deputy Probation Officer effective 5:Q1 pm, February ~, 2005. 

The PCOSA have been advised of the salary adjustments as presented. 

FlSGl4L IMf~AGT: 
The estimated costs for the remainder of this fiscal year, ~s shown in Appendix C, are X209,885 
{$606,334 annualized) for the Proposition F classificafiions and the Investigator classifications. This 
includes certain benefit rollup costs such ~s PERS, FICA and Worker's Compensation Insurance. The 
affected departments estimate and plan far cosh increases based upon historica{ Proposition F trends 
arrd changes in Memoranda of Understanding. The required ordinance is attached to implement the 
salary increases for the law enforcement classifications. 

cc: P,: g~ndo3f, Assistan4 Counsy Executive C?~?icer E< E~onner, Sn~riff 
T. Leonard, Principal tvBar:at~~mant Anal,~st B. Fenocchio, C~isirict Attorney 
L. Yoshida, Auditors C~~re - Payro€I Qivisior. R. Fadil3a, Placzr Courty ~?ep+.try Sher+ffs pssociati~n 
f~.; P~~c~rav~~cznsKi, Chief ~'rr~ha~inn ~~cer Ft. E~ur~on. Director, HHS 

P LACE RCOU NTY_00074 



t ~ ~ ~ 1. 

Proposition F provides: 

3. 2.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriffi's ordinance initiative. 
A. l`he beard cif supervisors shah, at least ~nnuaily, determine the existing rrr~ximum 

salaries for the Nevada County sheriff's office, E~ aor~do County sheriff's office and Sacramento County 
sheriff s office far each class of position emplay said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of pcasitian 
as set forth herein, and beginning the first period following January steal! fix the average salary for each 
class of position the Placer County sheriff's office afi ~ level equal to the average of the salary for the 
comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff's office, EI Dorado County sheriff's affic~ antf the 
Sacramento County sherif#`s office. 

C. As used herein fi he term "comparably class of position" shall mean ~ group of positions 
substantially similar with respect to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the fofl~~+ing positions 
as guidelines: 

1. Undersheriff, inspector, corpora), captain, sergeant, deputy, lieutenant. 
D. The provisions of this chapter sh~l! prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions which 

may relate to salaries of co+~nty emplayees nr officers why ire elected by papul~r vote. Prior code § 
14.3005} 

PLACERGOUNTY 00075 
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T~: Board of Supervisors 
Fram: Clancy Nittfer, Per~annel Director 
~y: Kathy Hassell, Personnel Analyst li 
Qate: February 1 D, 2004 
subject: Salary increases -Proposition F 

FF~[H~V~15€fli~~K~Ol1@ ~4 ~~lv~V3 ~6„F~~V~ 

As your Board wi11 recall, Proposition F which was approved by the eaters in 197 , anei implemented in 
January 1977, requires that the salaries for the law enforcerrtenf cl~ssificatians be established by 
surveying, during the month of Jan~a~r~, the ~verag~ salaries for comp~rabl~ cfassif+cafians in Nevada, Ei 
Dorada and Sacramento Counties. Those averages are used to set the salaries for the law enforcement 
classificafiions of UndersherifF, C~ptair~, Lieute~~n4, Sergeant, and Depu4y Sheriff II end are effiective the 
fi rst full pay period in F~bru~ry. The, sunaey data collected fram the ~lev~da, EI Darado end Sacraments 
counties i~ attached as Appendix P,. 

Whip Proposition F sets the salaries cif tk~~ Sherif~~ Dep~rtmen~ classifications as described ~b~v~, other 
aspects of the terms ar~d condi~i~r~s of the ~mpic~ymenf fc~r these cfassifir,,~tions ~r~ subject to labor 
negotiations. The Memorandum of Undersfar~ding {MOU) with Placer County Depufiy Sheriffs 
Association (PCDSf~} expired December 31, 2Q02, and the county is currently in negotiations with 
PCDSA an the terms of ~ new agreement. The s~lan~s for other classifications represented by PCDSA, 
Deputy Probation Officer, DA Investigator and tl~e Welfare Freud Inv~stig~tor are nit set by F'raposition ~ 
and are pert of the ~eg~t~ation process currently underway. 

The Placer County Deputy Sh~ri~`s Association his been advised of the salary adjustments as 
presented. 

FI~G~L I(ViF'~4~T. 
The tofal cast impact for the remainder of this fscal year, as shown in Appendix B, is approximafely 
$188,125, ($543,472 ~nnualiz~d), which the affected departments will b~ expected to absorb within their 
current budgets. Attached is the appropriate ordinance implementing the salary increases far the law 
enforcement classifications as required under the Proposition F initiative. 

cc: R. Bendorf, Assistant County Executive O~c~r E. Bonner, Sheriff 
T. Leonard, Principal Management Analyst e. Fenocchio, District Attorney 
L. Yoshida, Audftgrs Office -Payroll Division J, Parter, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
F. Motawcznski, Chie(Probation Officer R. Merz, Director, HHS 

PLAGERCOUNTY 00081 



Tc~: ~c~ard cif ~~~a~r~iscars 
From: t~~cy C iktfe~r P~~a~tr~~l C~€r~~~r ~ . , ., ,,r, 

~ z. ~' Date: .~ _J i'ttt r~ ~: ~C~t~ ~~~~~ ~. 
Subject. ~~l~ry (r~cr~~~~s - ~r~p~siti~r~ ~ 

tf~Ft~F~lin~~'IQt~ ~, ~~l~KCR~Ut~~. 
As your Board will recall, I~roposition F which was approved by the voters in 1976, end implemented in 
January 1977, requires that the salaries for the la~nr enforcemenfi classiflc~tions be established by 
surveying, during the month of January, the average salaries for comparable classifications in Nevada, 
EI Darado and Sacramento Counties. Those averages are used fio set the salaries far the law 
enforcement ci~ssifications of Clndersheriff, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, and Deputy Sheriff II and 
are effecfiue fhe first fill pay period in February. Thy sunray data collected from the Nevada, EI 
Dorado and Sacramento counties ~r~ ~tt~ched as Appendix A. Thy average increase for all 
classifications is 2.591 °10 a~ sumrrrarized in Appendix B. 

Prc~pasition F sets the salaries of the Sheriff's Deparfinertt classifications set ouf abave. Other aspects 
of the terms and ct~ndifir~n~ of the ernplayment for these cl~ssi~cafions are the subjec9s of labor 
Wage#iatians. The Memorandum of Understanding (I~iCJU) wifh Placer Caunty Deputy Sheriff s 
Ass~~ciatian (PCDSA} expired December 31, 2 02, end the county i~ currently+ in negofiafions Frith 
i~CDS~. 

the saf~ries fir the Deputy Probafiion Officer, DA Investigatar and the Welfare Fraud In~restigafior 
classifications are net affecfed bye fhe Proposition F ~ur~ey end ire part of the ne ntiafion process 
currently underway. 

The Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association has been advised of the s~l~ry adjustments as 
presented. 

FISCAL Il~f~a~~T: 
The total cost impact far fhe remainder of this fiscal year, as shown in Appendix C, is appraximafely 
$102, 23, which the affected departments wi(i be expected to absorb within their current budgets. 
Attached is the appropriate ordinance implementing the salary increases for the law enforcement 
classificafiions as required under the Proposition F initiative. 

RECQNi11~END~4Tl Rl: 
ft is r~cammended that your Board approve the salaries as presented in the attached ordinance 
effective February 8, 2Q03, of 5:07 p.m. 

cc: R. Bendort, Assistant bounty Executive (7~cer E Bonner, Sheriff 
7. Leonard, Principal Management Analyst B, Fenocchia, Qistrict Attorney 
J. Fogsr#y, Auditor's Once -Payroll Division J. Potter, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
F. Morawcznski, Chie9 Probation O~cer R~ Merz, Director, HHS 

~~,cE~courvTY_oaos~ 



Ta: Board of Supervisors 
rarr~. Nancy Nittler, Personnel Director ` 

~y: Kathy Hassell, Personnel AnaByst li ~~::~,~~ ~..~ 
date: �-�D�Q�X�D�y�\��18, 2002 
~~abject: Saf~ry Increases - Propasitiori F 

lI~FC)Rt~'fATI~F~ ~ B~CKG~~Il~~. 
As your Baard will recall, Propasition F which was approved by the va~ers in 1976, and implemented in 
January 1977, requires that fhe salaries for the !aw enforcement classifications be established by surveying, 
during the month of January, the average salaries for comparable classifications in Nevada, EI Dorado and 
Sacramento Counties. Thaw averages are used to set the salaries for the law enforcement classifications 
effective the first full pay period in February. The survey data collected from the Nevada, EI Dorado and 
Saeramet~ta counties are attached as Rppendix A. 

As agreed in the MC7U with the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association {PCDSA), represented 
classifications requiring ~ Basic Past that ire scheduled to receive an increase of less Phan 5%, based upon 
the survey, will receive ~ suppierrrental education incentive, In examining the salary survey results the 
Sergeant classification ~riN receive an increase of 4.84°10; therefore, per fibs ~fOU, the S~rgean# cl~ssiflcation 
will receive an ~ddifional 0.16% increase, bringing the total Proposition F adjustment with education incentive 
$0 5°la. 

In addific~n, the Personnel C~irEctc~r and the County E~ecuti~e O~cer recommend that fih~ Undersheriff 
classification also receiue err additional 0.33°!o increase due to the fact that the survey results for this 
cla~sific~tion come in at 4.67°10. Adjusting the Unders~eriff classification salary wile insure tha# there is no 
salary compaction befiween cla~sificafic~n~. Furthermore, past practice has determined that management 
classific~tic~ns have ~I~o received the minimum increase given to the PCDSA represented classifications. 
The weighted average increase, ~s adjusted, for the law enforcement classifications is 5,561 °lo as 
summarized in l~~p~ndix ~. The salary schedu6e implementing the increases is shown in Appendix C. 

Although the Prob~tian O~cer classifications are no longer included in the Proposition F survey, the 
n/lemarandum of Understanding adopf~d in January 2Q00, agreed to a 5% salary increase to be effective 
February 8, 2002, 5:01 p.m. This adjustment is also incCt~ded in the attached ordinance. 

The Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association concurs with the salary adjustments as presented. 

FlSCA~ 11~9t~~hGT: 
Thy total cost impaefi for the remainder of this fiscal year, as shown in Appendix D, is epproxi~-nately 
$291,526 which the affected departments wil! be expected to absorb within #heir current budge#s. Attached 
is the apprapri~fie ordinance implementing the salary increases for the law enforcement classifications ~s 
required under the Proposition F initiative and the PCDSA Memorandum of Understanding. 

It is recommended that your Board approve the safarie~ as presen#ed in the attached ordinance effective 
February 8, 2002, afi 5:01 p.m. 

cc: R, Bendar€, Assistant C7unty Er.~cutive C7fiFi~r F... Burner, ShEnPi 
l` leopard, PrinciFal Ma3~agernenf Anafysk ~ B. Fenecctuu, Oi~tr~ct Attemey 
A. Reis, N9anayernent Analyst I1 J Keck, deputy Chie` ProbaPirn Officer 
J., Po?ier, Plac.~r C~uniV Depv~y il htriffs ~ssaciaic.~n b.: Peden, De~ut~ Chief Pr~€~aiian C1#ficer 
J. Foga~y, 63.uditar's OfFce - PayraU t~ivision t~.: P~t~rz, f~irer.`.or. HH~ 

P LACE RGOU NTY_00094 
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Tt~: Baard of Supervisors 
From: Nancy Nittler, Personn~i Director 
~y: Kathy Hassell, Personnel Analyst II 
C~~te: February 27, 2001 
Subject= Salary+ Ir~cr~ases - Proposifion F 

lh~F~~IViF~T'IQN ~ A,~KC~R~UNt~: 
As your Board wilE recall, Proposition F which was approved by the voters in 1976, and 
implemented in January 1977, requires that the salaries for the (aw enforcement 
classifcaticrns be estatriished by surveying, during the month of January, the average salaries 
for compar~bl~ cfass~cations in ~Jevada, E! C}or~da and Sacr~ment~ Gounfies. Those 
averages ire used #o sef the sai~ries for the lase enforcem~nfi classificatior~~ effective the frst 
fui6 pay period in February. The sunray data collected frorrg the P~evada, EI Dorado and 
Sacra~menta counties are attached as Appendix A. The weighted average increase for the Iowa 
enforcement cf~ssificatians is 3_~~°lo as summarized in ,4ppendix B and the salary sch~du(~ 
implementing the increases shown as Appendix C. 

fn past years, the Prob~tior~ Qfficer classifications have been inGlud~d in I'roposifion F. 
However, in the Memoranaurrt of Understanding adopted in January 2000, the Prt~bation 
Qffi~ers negotiated for removal from Proposition F as well as fior ~ 7% salary increase to be 
effective February 9, 2001, 5:~1 p.m. 

!n addition, the county agreed, irr the most recent contract, fa provide ~ supplementaP 
educ~tianal incentive. The supplemental incentive will be applied in an ~maunt equal fo fhe 
difference be~een ~% and the Prapasitian F salary adjustment for ea~~ cl~ssificatic~n. 
Attached, in Appendix D, is the el~rifying language describing the infient of the negotiated 
agreement previausl~ approved by your Saard. (chapter 3, Section 3.12.020, Faotnat~ 2 (c) 

Thy Placer County Qeputy Sheriffs Association concurs with the Proposition F survey as 
presented. 

FISCAL Ift~[i~~CT: 
The total cost impact far the remainder of this fiscal year is approximately $283,078 ~+hich the 
departments uviil be expected to absorb within their current budgets. Attached is the 
appropriate ordinance implementing the salary increases for the law enforcement 
classifications as required under the Proposition F initiative. 

REGO~VIfViEt~DAT°iQhl: 
It i~ recommended thafi your Beard apprau~ the salaries as presented in the attached 
ordinance effective February 9, 2 01, at x:01 p.m. 

cc: Darell Ford, Deputy County Executive Officer 
Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
E. Bonner, Sheriff 
B. Fenocchio, District Attamey 
N, Suzuki, Chief Probation Officer 
R. Merz, Q3rector, HHS 
Auditors Office -Payroll Division 

T:~prs~PropFlpropF Ot 
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~a: Baard of Supervisors 
From: Nancy Nittler, Personnel Director 
~}~: l~nn Craig, Sr. Personnel Analyst, 
Date: February 8, 2000 
~utaject: Salary Ir~cr~ases -Proposition F 

fNFC3~tUf~4,Tt N ~ ~~iCCQl1~1~: 
As your ~o~rtf will recall, F'ropositian F which was- apprc~v~d by the voters irr 1976, and 
implemented ~r~ January 1X77, requires that the salaries for the law enforcement classes 
be established by surveying9 during the month o~ January, the average of the salaries for 
comparable ciassificatior~s in ~evad~, Ei Dorado ar~d Sacram~nta Ca~nties. Those 
averages are used t~ sit the s~lari~~ €or the I~vr enforcement classifcations effective fhe 
first full pay period ire ~abr~a~. The survey date collected fram the Sacramento, EI 
Dor~d~ ar~d Nevada ccrunfies is att~ch~d as Appendix ~,. In past years, the Prob~tian 
Officer classifications have also been ~nc~~ded in these calculations. However, in the 
Nlemc~randum of l~r~ders4anding adap~~d in J~an~ 1997, tt~~ Probatian Q~cers agreed to 
freeze heir salaries at the 1996 Proposition F sch~edt~l~ to pay for the additic~r~al cost of 
changing retirement formulas frorr~ Local fVli~celfaneci~~ 2% ~a 55 to Local Safety 2°l~ ~ 
50. 

Ths Placer County G~puty Sheriffs ~ssoci~tian cancers with the F~rnposition F survey as 
presented. 

. ~•. 
The weighted average increase fc~r all cfassificatit~ns is 4.730°1a as summarized in 
appendix B. The total cost impacf for the remainder e~~ fhi~ fiscal year is approxim~~ely 
$163,682; which the d~p~rtm~nts will b~ expected to absorb within their current budgets. 
Attached is the ~ppropri~te ordinance implem~nfing the sa{ary increases for the law 
enforcement and probation classificatia~ns as required under the Proposition F initiafiiv~. 

t~ECC?N1fVtEND~4TI E~: 
I# is. recommended that your Board approve 
ordinance efFective February 11, 2000, at 5;01 

cc. Plscer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
E. Bonner, Sheriff 
B. Fenocchio, District Aitomey 
N. Suzuki, Chief Probation Qfficer 
R. Merz, Director, HHS 
Auditors Office -Payroll Division 

T:lprs\PropFlpropF 00 

the salaries as presented in the atfached 
:k 
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Tcx: Board of Supervisors 
From: Jim Gray, Persannel Director 
Eiy: Ann Craig, Sr. Personnel Analyst 
Da~~: January 29, 1999 
Subject: Salary Increases -Proposition ~ 

lNFC~F~M,F~T`IQN ~ ~~4GECG t1k~~: 
As your Board will recall, Proposition F which was approved by the voters in 1976, and 
implemented in January 1977, requires that the salaries far the !aw enforcement classes 
be estabEished by surveying, during the month of January, the average of the salaries for 
carnparable ciassifica~ions ire Nevada, EI Dara~o and Sacram~nfcr Counties. Those 
averages are used to s~~ the salaries for the law enforcement ciassificafior~s effective the 
first full {gay period ire February. The s~srvey data ca1{ected from the Sacramento, EI 
Dorado and hCevada co~ntie~ is attached as Appendix A~. Ire past years, the Prcabation 
Officer classifications have also been included in these calculations. However, i~ the 
Meme~randum of Understanding adopted in June ~ 997, the F~robation Qffi~ers agreed to 
freeze their saParies at the 1996 Proposition ~ schedule to pay for the additional cosf of 
changing retirement formulas from Locai Miscellaneous 2% @ 55 to Local Safety 2% @ 
50. 

The Placer County Deputy Sheriff°s Association car~curs with the Proposition F sunray as 
presented. 

Ff a~~.L CI~i~AG1~: 
The vreighted average increase for all CIaSSEfCa~IQtl s is 1.62% as summarized in 
Appendix B. The total cost impact for the remainder of this fiscal year is apprr~ximafely 
$60,115; whic6~ the departments wilE be expected to absorb within their current budgets. 
Attached is the appropriate ordinance implementing the salary increases for the law 
enforcement and probation ciassificatior~s as required under fihe Proposition F initiative. 

�5�(�&�&�y���9�I�a�G���a�O�a�>�a�H���7�W�����a�>����
It is recommended that your Board approve the salaries as presented in the attached 
ordinance effective February 12, 1999, at 5:01 p.m. 

Attachments 

cc: Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
E. Bonnsr, Sheriff 
8. Fenocchio, District Aftomey 
N. Suzuki, Chief Probation O~cer 
R. Merz, Director, HHS 
Auditor's Once -Payroll Division 

PLAGERCOUNTY 00120 



1"0: hoard a€ Supenrisnrs 
Frorr~: Jim Cray, Personnel Director 
~y: Ann Craig, Sr. Personnel Analy 
Date: January 30, 1998 
aubj~~t. ~~lary Increases - Propc~sifiQn F 
.~________________________r_______--_------------__.~~_____N_____ 

ft~FC)~f~C ~"tC~~ KCFt(7Ut~CF: 
~~ ya~r ward will rec,~i(, Propasition F v€hic! -~ was approved by the voters in 197 ,and 
implemer~t~d ire Jan~~ry 1977, requires #hat the salaries far the Caw enforc.~m~nt classes be 
estabEish~ed by ~urv~ying, daring the month o~ January, the ~verag~ of the salaries far 
comparable classifications in ~evad~, EI Dora~a end Sacraments bounties. Those 
averages are used to set the salaries for the !aw enforcement classific~tians effective the 
fi rst ful! pay periad in February. The sunray dada caliected from the Sacramento, El C~c~rado 
and t~~v~da ~a~nties is attacf-~ed ~s Appendix A. in past years, the Probation Otfirer 
cl~ssificaticrns have also been included ire these calculations. However, in the 
t~femarandum of Understanding adopted in June 1997, the Probation C1~cers agreed to 
freeze their salaries ~t fhe 1996 Praposition F schedule to pay for the additional cost of 
changing retirement formulas from Local (~iscellan~aus 2°fo @ 55 to Lava! Safety 2% ~a 50. 

The Placer Cc~~anty C~eputy Sheriff's A,ssociatian concurs with the f~ropc~~itian F survey ~s 
presented. 

The weighted aver~g~ increase for al! classificc~ztions is 1.44% ~s summarized in Appendix 
8. The tofal cost impact far the remainder cal phis fiscal year is apprt~ximat~fy $107,766; 
vdhieh tie departments v~ill be expected to absorb within (heir current budgets. l~ttached is 
the appropriate ordnance implementing the salary increases for the law enforcement and 
prabatiarr classifications as required under the Proposition F initiafiive. 

It is recammend~d that your Board approve the salaries as presented in the attached 
ordinance effective February 13, 1998, at 5:01 p.m. 

Attachments 

cc: Placer County (7eputy Sheriffs Association 
E. Bonner, Sheriff 
B. Fenocchio, [district Attorney 
N. Suzuki, Ghief Probation ~~cer 
Auditor's Office - Payroll Division 

PLACERCOUNTY_00125 



~~: Honorable Board of Supervisors 
~zo~~ Jim Grimy, Personnel Director 
Bea rinn CrG~1.c~y Sr• Personnel Crnaly.~.t 
l~a~~: January' 28, 1937 v
~libj~~t: Sc~lr~r~ It3cY~c~.se~ ~' Fropos3.'~.l.on F 

I1[dFCJ 'I~~C)2~ BPiC~CRC3UI~'C3: 
A~ your° Board will recall, Prapositior~ ~` vahich was apprr~ved b~ the 
voters in 1976, and implemented in January 1977. It re~uire~ that 
the salaries for the law erifarcement gasses be establS.shed by 
surveying, during the month of ,January; the ~verac~e of the salaries 
for camparabl.~ classifications in Nev~d~, El Dorado and Sacramento 
~ounti.es. Those averages arm used ~a set the salaries fog the law 
enfe~rcement classifications effective the f~.rst' full pay period in 
~`~b~uary ~ Thy survey da~.a collected from the Sacramento, EI L~orada 
end Nevada counties is attached as Appendix ~. 

TYae Pacer County Deputy Sheriff's Association cancurs~ with the 
Propo~it~.on F sux°vey~ as presented o 

~`IS~A~ ~MPI~CT: 
The weighted average increase fog all c3assificat.zons is 3.930 as 
summarized in Appendi.~ S. the dotal cost impact for the remainder 
of ~hi~ fiscal year is ~pproximatel~ $222p32.5P which the 
dep~rtmen~s will be exp~:cted to absorl~ within their current 
buc~gef.s. A~.tached is the appropriate ordinance implementing the 
salary increases for the loco enfarcement anc~ prabatian 
classa.fi.cations as ~°equir~d t~nc~er the Prca~e~sitian F iriitiatsve. 

R~~OMI~€ Y~DAT~ON c 
It is �U�a�F�F�L�P�P�H�U�y�F�O�H�G��that your Board approve. the salaries as presented 
in the at~.ached cardinanee effective January 31, 1997, at 5oC?1 p.m. 

Atta~hmen~s 

cc~ Placer :,County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
E. Bonner, She~°iff 
B. Fenocchio, Distract Attorney 
N. Suz~zki, Chief Probation Officer 
Auditor's Office - Payroll Division 

Prop£97.bos 

PLACERCOUNTY_00129 



1! t' # ~ 

Toe Honarakale Boa~°d of Super~isars 

Fr~s Ji.m Gray~~ Personnel T3irec ~a 

~t~~'~ t E7"~nuar~r 26 ~ x.996 

~ ~a~c~ ~.~. ~ c~~~,~. t S~i~~ ~ ~.~~.~a ~` wrhich eras approved by the 
~t~'~?~" 7.t7; ~. 7 '~ ,~1"! l~it~~1.~':?ttE;i'i'~~? ~,rt ~"~~~ry I.9`77, ]~`t3quir°e~ ~h3~ '~lhe 

~~. ~ ~ ~~i ~.~G,r ~~~~'c~~ €~ ~ n~ classes be es~abl~shed by 
~°~~ i.z3€ ~ ~t~~~.z~g ~~t~1~ ~ ~"" ~x~~.z:~rp the a~v~ra~~ cif the sa3~ar~e~ 

c~~ ~x~t~~<~i~° ~a~,' i a:: ~~ i N~va~~, ]El Dar~~o ~z~d Sac~~menta 
~~ r~~~~~ ~ ~"~~ ~ ~!~~ a ~o set the ~alar~.es for these 

~: :~fFi~~~c~ ~ ~.~r ~~~ '~~t f~~Z pay pe~°it~ct an Febr~a~ry. 

l`~~~~. ,~~ ~:.~ ~: ~ ~ S~~c~~~~~ ~ inane ,~ ~ ~n ~a.r~ the s~l~r~ 
-~-.3 FF+r~a~ 4.S «"'TMim~' ~4~Z. l,L~i:+ .L-a:9. Yee, ~~.R SJ_4+.i: 'Le=~"`wblL~3F~r. ~11~ ~l. l.F~~~r .Y..'~+:C3; '4.~'v.-$.Ml.w u.."~.~.LCCd~l~ll.? 6A a'~ 

~~~:s~~~d ~~r~~e~~~ ~~a ~~~.~~~;?.~~,r '~~ initiative and the Niemorar~dum es~ 
~~z~ ~ ~~ ~aa~ ~r °~~ ~ ~°~~~~e~ ~~z~nt~r Dep~~.y Sheriffs Associa~ioz~. 
~~:~~_ t~~~ ~` d '~;~ ~;i~ i.fz<.~_ ~ ~°a Win:>a~ramer~~o, El Dorado end 2dev~da 
~:-~`~~i :~ ~: ~~~~~: G ~ ~.~Ss, ertd~: . A. The avera~g~ inc~e~se for a1.I 
~`~~. ~ ~: ~"~~r~z~:~ :~ ~~~`~r~~ ,lt:a~iari.zed i.n Appendix 8. Thy ~.atal 
~;~ ~ ~ .~° '+~ ~~~ ~ ~, es~ a x~~7~..~ fi ~~. ~~ is approximately 

~~~ ~ ~3~ c~ i ~ ~ ~ i~~-~~ r~~: ~i; z J_1, be ~~~~ ~e to absorb within 

The ' :~~:~~ County I3eput~ Sheri fps Association cancur~ with the 
Propr~~.t: c~a~ F starve~r as presented. 

I~ i~ ~ ~i~nz~encled that your r~~rd, egf ~:~k~~ February 2, 1995, at 
5:01 ~k ., approve the s~~:;~~.~es as ~r ~cntec~ in t3ie a~.tached 
ordin:~s~+. 

At~~chmentso 

cc< Placer County ~ep~aty Sheriffs Associa~ian 
E. Sanner, Sheriff 
B. Fenocchi.o, District Attorney 
G~. Harper, Chief Pz°obatiar~ Officer 
Auditor's affice -Payroll Division 

~E' 

PLACERCOUNI"`(_00133 



~ ~ , 

To: Honorable Board. of Supervisors 

Frain: Jim Gray, Persanr~el 
~'• 

Directo~~.s-~~ 

!_ D~.t~ e Fek~ruary s , 1995 

ub~e~~: Salary Increases -~ Proposition F 

As ~raur Board will recall, Proposition F which was approved by the 
voters in 1976, and implemen~eci in January 1977, requires that the 
salaries far the law enforcement classes be established by 
surveyinr~, during ~.he month of January, the average of the salaries.. 
for comparably classifications in Nevada, E~ Dorado and Sacramento 
Caun~~ies. Those averages are used tc~ set the salaries far these 
classification , effective the first full pay period in Febru~ryo 

Attached is the appropriate .ordinance implementing the salary 
increases for the law enforcement and probation c2assif~cation~ a~ 
~°equired under the Proposition F initiative and the Memc~ranctutn of 
Understanding with the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs association. 
The survey data collected from"Sacramento, El Dorado and Nevada 
counties is attached as Appendix A. The average increase for all 
classifications is 2.226a a~ summarized in Appendix Bo The total 
cast impacg for the remainder o~ this fiscal year is approximately 
$121,384; which the. departments wi11 be expected ~q ab5o~°b within 
their current budgets. 

The Planer County Deputy Sheriff's Association concurs with the 
Proposition~F survey as presented. 

It is recommended that your Board, effective February 3, 1995, at 
5:01 p.m, , approve the salaries as presented in the attached 
ordinance. 

Attachments: 

cc: Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
E. Bonner Sheriff 
B. Fenocchia, Dis~ric~ Attorney 
G. Harper, Chief Probation Officer 
Auditor's Office - Payroll Division 

BOS .115 

P~AGERCOUNTY_Q0137 



~~~~5~~~~. 

n 

Try: Board of Superv5.sors 
~: 

Frame Jim Gray, Personnel Director 

H~~~: J~nua~'y 26, 1994 '~,;.~..... 

Su~~~~ Salary Increases - Proposition F' 

As your Boated will recall, Prcapositi.on F which was approved by the 
voters in 1976, and implemented in January 1977, requi.r~s t~a~ the 
salaries fog the law enforcement classes be established by 
surveying, during the month of Sanuary, the average of the salaries 
fox° comparable classifications in 2levada, EI Dorado and Sacramento 
Countiese Those averages are use~t to set the salar~.es for these 
classifications, effective the first full pad period in February. 

Attached is the appropriate ordinance implementing the salary 
increases for ~.~ie 2.aw enforcement and probation classifications as 
rec~u~.red t~n~er the Proposition F initiative and the Memc~ranclum of 
understanding with the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association. 
The survey data collected from Sacramento, El Dorado and Nevada 
counties is at~achec~ as Appendix A. The average increase far all 
classifacations is 1.7a% as summarized in Appendix II . The total 
cosh. impact far the remainder of this fiscal year is approximately 
$82,630, which the departments will be expected to absorb within 
their current budgets. 

The Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Assdcia~ion concurs with ti he 
Proposition ~` survey as presented. 

It is recommended that your Board, effective February 4, 194, at 
5:01 pem. , approve "the salaries as presented in the attached 
ordinance. 

Attachmentsr 

cc Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association 
D. Nunes, Sheriff 
P. Richardson, District Attorney 
G. Harper, Chief Probation Officer 
Auditor's Office - Payroll Division 

BO5.095 

PLACERCOUPJTY 00142 



t ! �v�
�� r 

To; Board of Supervisors 

Frog: Jim Carey, Personnel Director'~~' ~,,~, ~ f, 
F~~ ~f 

s~zbje~t: Salary Increases - Praper~ition ~` 

As year Board will recall, Propositian F which was approved by the 
vrters in 1976, and implemented in January 1977, requires that the 
salaries for the law enforcement classes be established by 
purveying, during the month of January, the average of the salaries 
for comparable classi~ica~ions in Nevada, El borado and Sacramento 
Counties. ThaJe av~rac~es are used to set the salaries for these 
classifications effective the first full pay period in Febru~ryo 

Attached is the appropriate ordinance im~~lementing the salary 
increases for the law enforcement and probation classifications ~s 
required ~nde~ the Pr~aposition I' initiative. The survey data 
collected from Sacramento, ~I. Dorado and Nevada counties is 
attached as Appendix A. The average increase for all 
classifications is 1.250 as summarized in Appendix B. The total 
cost impact for the remainder of this fiscal year is approxirriately 
$66,7.00; which the departments will be expected to absorb within 
their current budgets. 

The Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association concurs with the 
Proposition F survey as presented. 

It is recommended 'that your Board, effective Febr~zary 5, 1993, at 
5:OT p.mo , approve the salaries as presented in the attached 
ordinance. 

Attachments: 

cc~ Placer County 17eputy Sheriffs Association 
D. Nunes, Sheriff. 
P. Richardson, District Attorney 
G. Harper, Chief Probation Officer 
Auditor's Office - Payroll Division 

sos.a~~ 

PLACERGOUNTY_00146 



COLTY+ITY (~F' 'LACER 

Taa Board. of Supervisors 

F'ram: Jim Carey, Personnel t~irector 

D~~~t ~'ebru~ry 5, 1.992 

~ra~aj~cta Salary Incr~ase~ - ~~rapositican F 
__.e._______._._______._.~.~~______~__mw_____.~.~___~__.~_____.~_~.~________~ 

~s yaur Board will recall, Preposition F` which wa.s a~prov~d by the 
voters in 1976, and implemented i.n January 1~i7, requires that the 
sa3.aries far the law enforcement classes b~ established by 
surveying, dt~r Ong ~.r:e mantk~ of ~~anuary, the a~%~rage o~ the salaries 
for c~omparabl~ cla:~s~fications ~n Pdevac~a, El Dorado and Sacramento 
Counties. Those aver~age~ a.~ e used tq seq. the sa3ar.zes for these 
classifications, effective the first full day period in .February. 

Attached is the appzapriat~ ordinance impl~men~ir~g the salar~r 
inc:re~ses for the law enforcement. and probation classif icatior-~s as 
required under ~h~. Preposition F initiative. brie survey data 
callectec~ from S~cr~n:entc~, E1 Dorado and Pdevada cc~un~ies i~ 
~~tached as ~i~;pendix Ae `Fhe average i.ncrea~e for all 
classi~:icatio~is is 3.30 as sur;~marized in Appendix B. The fatal 
cost impact for ~.h~ r~maindez of this fiscal year is ap~rorim~a~ely 
$1.4t?, OOt~ . _ 

The Placex' County Deputy S1-leriff's Assc~cia~.ior~ concurs with the 
Proposition F survey .as p~~~ented, 

I~' i~ r~cornzr;~~~~c~ ~ha~ }jour ~~ar~; cffe.eti~je ~e}~ruar~ 7-< - 1992 ~,~ 
5. CJl ~.~.m, , a~~rcv~ t.l;e salari.~s a~ ~r~s~nt~c~ in ~he~ ~~~achec~. 
t?Y'C~.1.12c"il"lide 

Attachment : 

ca: J. Tayl.ex', PCDSA. 
D. Nuns, Sheriff 
P. Richardson, Distrzc~ Attorney 
G. Harper, Chief Pro~a~C.ion C?f~icer 
~uditar's O~fi~e -- Payroll t~iv.ision 

BOS .'Q51 

PI~,CERCOUNTY_00150 



~o: Baard of Supervisors 

~`rom.: Jim Carey, Personnel Director 

I3~t~: January 22, 1991 

Subj~ct~ Salary Increases - Propos~.tion F 

As your Board will recall, Proposition F` which was approved by ~h~ 
eaters in 1976, anct implemented in January 1977, requires that the 
salaries far the law enforcement classes be established by 
surveying, during the month of January r the average of the salaries 
for comparable. classifications in Nevada, El Dorado and Sacramento 
Counties. Those averages are used to set the salaries for these 
c2assifica~ions, effective the first dull pay period in February. 

A~.tached is the appropriate ordinance implementing the salary 
increases for the lair enfarcemen~ and. probation classifications as 
required under the Proposition F initiatzveo The survey da~.a 
collec~~~, from Sacramento, ~'1 Dorado and Nevada counties is 
attached as Appendix A. The average increase for all 
classifications is 4.360 a.s summarized in Appendix B. The total 
cost impact for the remainder of phis fiscal year S.s approximately 
$175,000. 

The Player County Deputy Sheriff's Association concurs with the 
Prnposi~ion F survey as presented. 

I~ a.~ ~~~omrnend~c~ ~~a~. dour B~a~d, effective February S, 1991, at 
~»~~ }~•~_, ~g~p~c~~~ ~he~ sal~~~~~ as presented in the attached 
c~~d~x~anc~ o _ _ __. 

Attachments: 

cc: Je Taylor, PCDSA 
D~ Nunes, Sheriff 
P. Richardson, District Attorney 
G. Harper, Chief Probation Offacer 
Auditor's t~ffice - Payroll Division. 

BOS.051 
APPENDIX fi
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FEI3S ~I~IdE~. DEFAIi'I'~h"~ 

C~Yih"Y`Y OF F~LAC~R 

Tay: hoard o~ Sup,e~vis.c~~s T3at~ 2/13/913 

Froxra: .Tim Carey, Personnel. Directar 

Subject: Salary Increases- ~ Prapasitio~ F 

~ttached.a:s tie appropriate Clreiinance implementing the salary increases 
for the law e~xf~rcement and prabatign cl.ass~ficatxons as ~eq~ired under 
tt~e Proposz~i:cin F in~tiativeo The survey data caZlected £rom Sacramento $
E1 Dorados and ~e~evad~ counties is ~t~~~;~3 c~ as :~Pendxx A a Thy average an~rease 
fcar all cla~sifiear~ons zs 6.I3% as ~;~~~ prize . in Appendix B, The total cost 
impact for the remainder o~ t~ i~ fise:~~ year ~~ agproxirnately $230,QaQ. 

Zt7e Deputy Sheriff`s Association concurs with the Propas~tion F suxvey as 
presenCed. 

It ~s reeommended~~ tfiat }~aur Board , effective February 9 : I990, at 5 ~dl pm, 
a~prave the salaries as presen teci in the attached ~}rdinance. 

JC/cb 

Attachnierts 

ec; J. 2'aylor, FCDS~. 
D. Ieunes$ Sheriff 
J. Shelley, Dis~rs:ct. Attorney: 
G. Harper, Chief Prnbatian Officer 
Aud~~ar`s (}ff~ce, Payrol.I D~;vision 

PLACERCOUNTY_00158 



PERS ~Nh~~I~ DE.~'r1R'ITe'i~t~"I` 

COt;PdTY OF P1.ACEA 

'~`e: B~axd o~ Su~~rvisors ~~t~ 2~°8j8~3 

~~t~: Jim Cagey, Pexsanne~. Dsrector ,~~ a :~4. ~3, t.:; 

Suk~ject Salary Zncreas~s - Prc~pnsition ~' 

Attached i~ the appropriate C1rdi.nan~e implementing the saZargr increases 
for the J.aw enforcement and pro}3atzan classif~.c~~.ians as x~~uired under 
the Proposition F initiatix~e. The s~rtr~y data c~llecte~ fr~sm Sacramentoy 
E1 Dorado ar~d Y~evada ccsuntaes zs a~t~ched as Iappendix A. ~"he a~re~ag~ irccx~ase 
£ar dll ela~safi.ca~.i~n~ is 4.47 . '~Iee tt~~aZ ~os~ impact far the r~ma~r~dex 
o~ phis fiscal dear is appraximately $13$,SQ~. 

The Deputy ~heri~f°s Fs sociation concurs with the Proposi~tian ~' survey 
~s presented. 

Tt is recommended ~ha.t ~eur Board, effective ~"e}.aruary 12, 198 , at S:OI pm, 
appro~re tie salaries as presented in the a.ttach~d Orainanc~ 

~Cj~~ 

Attachments 

ccs Ca Lancizy, ~'CDSA 
D. Nuns , Slie~iff 
~. ~~7E'~.~.~~'r I}~.S'~r1C'~ ~i~t.C}YT2E'~ 

T. Smith, Chief Probata.on officer 
Audi~c~r° s C~frzce, P~yral~. Civilian 

PLACERCOUNTY 00163 



~~~s~nrd~t~ n~nr~~n,~;t~~ 

cQ~~-r~ ~~ ~r~~c~~ 

T4= ~C)c~YC'c O.~ ~LJ~~"ViSuY~ 

From: J'~xa~s Case~t F-er~orinc~?. ,~irc~cior_ 

5ubjec~: ti amar*3° 7r~°reu~es - FrG~p~si~~c~n "`F.,,

I}~tC January 27 , 1987 

Attached is the appropriate Ordinance implementing the salary increases for the 
1~t c~'f'~~''~z c~~~~~~i~"" ~~t'~. et'~;~~i~~ ~~ r~~~a:~r eci >a~~rir .,~3~e,._~'~..~`.~~ t~ or ~~i: r :-w..~:,,,.~:.k; 

.,,,~,.-v..-,.-,..,,~...,_.~... .._.w... __ 
Init~i~t~ ~~_.:.~~ The wsurv~w° _v~~~.~~~'~t~» 2._~L ~~~..._~~s~~~, ..>~c~s~°. ~,~.~.~~.:.. ~..._3~~~s ~~~1.4 and Nevada ww.~.,.._ m~ 
coun~w,es is atta~~d as 3~p~?~ndix k ~~~? ~;~,;~w~~~,. ~~:~;~'e~:.~~.~ ~2.~ ~,~.:~~"z ~~~L~~~ 

~l.`' c'~,~~'~:~..0 cl~.~~~.w'~i .~.~:'C ~i ~~€. isr I`~'at f.0 i.:<" CU ̀ a'~ ~.: ~ 
"4-, 

e-r.~.Q.~_.~Y11 S` 

fiseai ~'~. ~= .a.s .~p~z~.l~;~~.~,~~~f:. b aX ~. ._~ 5,;, This is approximately $105,200 to the 
~~Sheriff~s D~pa~tment, $~},$C70 to the D str~c~ Attarney, and X15,000 to 
Probation. 

The Deputy Sher°iff's Association concurs with Lhe Proposition '%F" survey a~ 
presented. 

Secondly, taithin the Placer Countp Deputy Sheriff°s Association Memorandum of 
Under~~anding, dated December 19, i98~, there is an item relating to uniform 
al7.awance (Appen@ix B}. This i.te~ states that effective January 1, 1967p the 
uniform allowance mill be incrieased by ~6~.50 annually, unless further 
increase. in the uniform allo~ance, beyond the above, occur in the campar~able 
agencies on or befare January 1, 1g87< It further states ~ha~ in no event 
shall the tatal increase in the allowance exceed an additianal $10Q per year „ 
The survey of` current uniform allowance is attached« This survey indicates 
that the applicable uniform allowance has increased to an average of $500, an 
increase of $100 above the current limits, 

Recommendation: It is recommended that your Hoard approve, ef"f"ective Januarp 
30 g 1g87, at 5:07 p.r~., the salariies as presented in the attached Ordinance. 
It is also reeowmended that your Board approve inereasin~ the uniform a13.owanee 
as presented caithin phis Ordinance. 

JC/cb 

Attachment 

ce: Chris Hazletit, President DSA 
Don Nunes, Sheriff 
Auditor/Control7.er, Payroll Division 
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